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Is dialogue with Islam possible?

Some Reflections on Pope Benedict XVI's Address at the University of Regensburg***
http://www.ignatiusinsight.com/features2006/jfessio_reflections_sept06.asp
By Fr. Joseph Fessio, S.J., September 18, 2006
I.

Both before and since his elevation to the papacy, Benedict has taken a consistent approach to controversial issues: he locates the assumptions and fundamental principles underlying the controversy, analyzes their "inner" structure or dynamism, and lays out the consequences of the principles.
For example, in Deus Caritas Est, Benedict does not address directly the controversial issues of homosexual partners, promiscuity, or divorce. Instead he examines the "inner logic" of the love of eros, which is "love between man and woman, where body and soul are inseparably joined . . ." He shows that it has been understood historically to have a relationship with the divine ("love promises infinity, eternity") and to require "purification and growth in maturity ... through the path of renunciation". In love's "growth towards higher levels and inward purification ... it seeks to become definitive ... both in the sense of exclusivity (this particular person alone) and in the sense of being 'for ever'."
So starting from the "inner logic" of the fundamental reality of love, Benedict concludes to an exclusive and permanent relationship between a man and a woman. That is a fair description of the Catholic idea of marriage, and it excludes homosexual partners, promiscuity, and divorce.

Incidentally, in the very first paragraph of this encyclical, Benedict states: "In a world where the name of God is sometimes associated with vengeance or even a duty of hatred and violence, this message [that God is love] is both timely and significant." Clearly the religious justification of violence is an aberration that's on his mind.

                                                                                              II.
While in Deus Caritas Est Benedict defends the foundational truth that God is Love, in his Regensburg lecture he is defending the foundational truth that God is Logos, Reason. The central theme of the lecture is that the Christian conviction that God is Logos is not simply the result of a contingent historical process of inculturation that has been called the "hellenization of Christianity". Rather it is something that is "always and intrinsically true".
In the main body of the lecture, Benedict criticizes attempts in the West to "dehellenize" Christianity: the rejection of the rational component of faith (the sola fides of the 16th century reformers); the reduction of reason to the merely empirical or historical (modern exegesis and modern science); a multiculturalism which regards the union of faith and reason as merely one possible form of inculturation of the faith. All this is a Western self-critique.
But as the starting point of his lecture, Benedict takes a 14th century dialogue between the Byzantine Emperor and a learned Muslim to focus on the central question of the entire lecture: whether God is Logos. The Emperor's objection to Islam is Mohammed's "command to spread by the sword the faith he preached". The emperor asserts that this is not in accordance with right reason, and "not acting reasonably is contrary to God's nature". Benedict points to this as "the decisive statement in this argument against violent conversion".
It is at this point in the lecture that Benedict makes a statement which cannot be avoided or evaded if there is ever to be any dialogue between Christianity and Islam that is more than empty words and diplomatic gestures. For the Emperor, God's rationality is "self-evident". But for Muslim teaching, according to the editor of the book from which Benedict has been quoting, "God is absolutely transcendent. His will is not bound up with any of our categories, even that of rationality".
Benedict has struck bedrock. This is the challenge to Islam. This is the issue that lies beneath all the rest. If God is above reason in this way, then it is useless to employ rational arguments against (or for) forced conversion, terrorism, or Sharia law, which calls for the execution of Muslim converts to Christianity. If God wills it, it is beyond discussion.

                                                                                             III.
Let us now turn to the statement in Benedict's lecture which has aroused the most anger. Benedict quotes the Byzantine Emperor's challenge to the learned Muslim: "Show me just what Mohammed brought that was new, and there you will find things only evil and inhuman, such as his command to spread by the sword the faith he preached."

Benedict's main argument -- that God is Logos and that violence in spreading or defending religion is contrary to the divine nature -- could have been made without including that part of Emperor's remark (made "somewhat brusquely" according to Benedict) that challenges Islam much more globally. And in his Angelus message the following Sunday, Benedict said: "These (words) were in fact a quotation from a Medieval text which do not in any way express my personal thought." Nevertheless, it may be instructive to examine this "brusque" utterance of the Emperor and ask the question: Is it simply indefensible? 
As a thought experiment, let's reverse the situation. Suppose a major spokesman for Islam publicly issued the challenge: "Show me just what Jesus brought that was new, and there you will find things only evil and inhuman." What would be the Christian response? Not to burn a mosque or an effigy of the Muslim spokesman, or to shoot a Muslim nurse in the back in Somalia. It would rather be to reply with some examples of just what makes the New Covenant new: the revelation that God is a Father who has a co-equal Son and Holy Spirit; that Jesus is God's Son made flesh; the Sermon on the Mount; the Resurrection of the body; the list would be long. As Irenaeus put it: he brought all newness, bringing himself. Such a statement would not make dialogue impossible; it would be an occasion for dialogue.
There is obviously much room for qualification in the Emperor's blunt statement, even for a Christian who holds that Mohammed was not a prophet, and that whatever is good in Islam is traceable either to man's natural religious knowledge or to conscious or unconscious borrowings from Jewish and Christian revelation.
Yet there is a crucial underlying principle that needs to be enunciated. Christianity and Islam make incompatible truth claims. Despite the difficulty in determining who can speak authoritatively for Christianity or for Islam, there are elements of belief common to all Christians which are incompatible with elements of belief common to all Muslims. The two most obvious and most fundamental are the Trinity and the Incarnation.
I would expect an intelligent and informed Muslim to consider me a blasphemer (because I introduce multiplicity into the one God) and an idolator (because I worship as God a man named Jesus). Should I be offended if he says so publicly? Should I not rather be offended if he conceals his position for the alleged purpose of fostering dialogue?
The question of respect is entirely distinct. Benedict is clearly aware of this distinction as evidenced in the official Vatican statement subsequent to Benedict's lecture, where the Secretary of State refers to his "respect and esteem for those who profess Islam". That is, one can and should respect Muslims (those who profess Islam) as persons with inherent dignity; but where there are incompatible truth claims, they cannot be simultaneously true. One cannot hold one as true without holding the other as false. Any religious dialogue should begin by examining the evidence for the incompatible claims.

It's worth noting, however, that while consistent Christians and Muslims in fact hold the position of the other to be erroneous in important ways, the Christian is not obliged by his faith to subject the Muslim to dhimmitude nor to deny him his religious freedom. There is a serious asymmetry here, which Benedict has criticized before. The Saudis can build a multi-million dollar mosque in Rome; but Christians can be arrested in Saudi Arabia for possessing a Bible.
Certainly, it may sound provocative to make the claim the Emperor did. But why (since Christians believe that God's full and definitive revelation has come with Christ, who brings all prophecy to an end) isn't it just as provocative for a Muslim to proclaim that Mohammed is a new prophet, bringing new revelation that corrects and supplements that of Christ?
Is it really offensive to say that Christians and Muslims disagree profoundly about this? Is not this the necessary starting point that must be recognized before any religious dialogue can even begin?
And if the response from Islam is violence, then must we not ask precisely the question raised by Benedict: Is this violence an aberration that is inconsistent with genuine Islam (as similar violence by Christians would be an aberration inconsistent with genuine Christianity)? Or is it justifiable on the basis of Islam's image of God as absolutely transcending all human categories, even that of rationality? And if the response to this question is violence, then the question has been answered existentially, and rational dialogue has been repudiated.

                                                                                                 IV. 
Finally, has no one seen the irony in the episode related by Benedict? Byzantium was increasingly threatened in the 14th century by an aggressive Islamic force, the growing Ottoman Empire. The Byzantine Emperor seems to have committed the dialogue to writing while his imperial capital, Constantinople, was under siege by the Ottoman Turks. It would fall definitively in 1453. Muslims were military enemies, engaged in a war of aggression against Byzantium. Yet even in these circumstances the Christian Emperor and the learned Persian Muslim could be utterly candid with one another and discuss civilly their fundamental religious differences. As Benedict described the dialogue, the subject was "Christianity and Islam, and the truth of both".
The West is once again under siege. Doubly so because in addition to terrorist attacks there is a new form of conquest: immigration coupled with high fertility. Let us hope that, following the Holy Father's courageous example in these troubled times, there can be a dialogue whose subject is the truth claims of Christianity and Islam. 
Fr. Joseph Fessio, S.J., is the founder of Ignatius Press (since 1978) which is the English language publisher of the Pope's (then Cardinal Ratzinger) books. It was in the same Regensburg university that Fr. Fessio wrote his doctoral dissertation on Fr. Hans Urs von Balthasar (a Swiss Catholic philosopher/theologian) under Fr. Ratzinger (now Pope) after being directed to him by Fr. Henri de Lubac, S.J, another very influential French Theologian.
I could not locate the Internet source to the following information saved in my computer, the authorship of which is credited to Fr. Joseph Fessio:

The Catechism of The Catholic Church teaches us that, as children of Abraham, the Muslims and Christians worship the one same God. However, the following quotes from the Koran (as published in the book PETER, LOVEST THOU ME?, Australia, 1989) are disturbing:
"Infidels are those for sure who say: Allah is the Messiah, Son of Mary" ...[R. Blachere, Le Coran, sourate 5, verse 19/17, page 135]
"Infidels are but base impurities, let them not approach the mosque" ...[ R. Blachere, Le Coran, sourate 9, verse 28, page 216]
"When you meet the infidels, kill them so as to make a great slaughter and tighten the chains of the captives...[Kasimirski, Le Coran, chapter 47, verse 4, page 415]
"You will fight (the infidels) or better, they will convert to Islam" ...[R. Blachere, Le Coran, sourate 48, verse 16, page 544]
"O Moslems, you who believe, take not your friends from among those to whom the scriptures were given, Christians and Jews, from among those infidels" ....[R. Blachere, Le Coran, sourate 5, verse 62/57, page 141]
"Do not marry polytheist women (who believe in the Holy Trinity), unless they become believers. A believing slave is better than a free and polytheist woman. Do not marry your daughters to polytheists before they believe" ... [Pleiade, D. masson, Le Coran, sourate 2, verse 221, page 42]
***See LECTURE AT THE UNIVERSITY OF REGENSBURG BENEDICT XVI SEPTEMBER 12, 2006
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/LECTURE_AT_THE_UNIVERSITY_OF_REGENSBURG.doc
The Pope’s speech: Lending Islam a helping hand to avoid a downward spiral 

http://www.asianews.it/news-en/(Middle-East,Bahrain,Iran,Iraq,Israel,Kuwait,Lebanon,Oman,Qatar,Saudi-Arabia,Syria,Turkey,United-Arab-Emirates,Yemen,Palestine,Jordan)-The-Pope's-speech:-lending-Islam-a-helping-hand-to-avoid-a-downward-spiral-7224.html   

By Samir Khalil Samir SJ, September 15, 2006 
Muslim criticism against the Pope’s remarks is mounting, but no one has actually read the whole speech. Benedict XVI criticises violence and proposes a reasonable alternative that could lead to a new Golden Age. Beirut (AsiaNews)  

Negative reactions in the Arab and Muslim world to the remarks made by Benedict XVI at Regensburg University are exaggerated and misplaced. Protest marches are being organised everywhere in ways that bring to mind what happened in the wake of the publication of the blasphemous Muhammad cartoons. But one thing is clear. No one, and I mean NO ONE, has fully read what the Pope said.
An English translation of the speech, which was in German, was released yesterday, a French version is not yet ready, and no translation has been made in any Eastern language. Therefore, all the attacks so far are based on a few quotes and excerpts liberally taken by Western news agencies on what the Pope said about Islam, which was only ten per cent of his speech. But this ten per cent must be understood against the whole thing.
The Pope’s speech was a prolusion, an inaugural speech, delivered to an assembly of faculty and students at the beginning of the new academic year. By definition, it was an academic exercise, interdisciplinary, and the eyes and ears of scholars and would-be scholars. Moreover, the full text of the speech released by the Vatican Press Office does not have any notes, which will be supplied at a later date. It is necessary to keep in mind that what the Pope did was prepare and deliver a speech as an academic, a philosopher, a top theologian whose arguments and fine points may not be easily grasped. 
The media—which should indulge in some self-criticism of its own—picked out those remarks from the speech that it could immediately use and superimposed them on the current international political context, on the ongoing confrontation between the West and the Muslim world, taking a step back into what Samuel Huntington called a ‘Clash of civilisations’. In reality, in his speech the Pope outlined a path that runs contrary to this view. The goal he has in mind is actually to engage others in a dialogue and of the most beautiful kind. 
Initial reactions in the Muslim world showed that the Pope’s was misunderstood. Some reports actually said that at Regensburg University the Pope had delivered a lecture on ‘technology’ rather than ‘theology’ (evidently something got lost in the English translation). Even though newspapers eventually printed corrections, it was the following day. All in all, it goes to show how no one really understood what he said. Comments made by Western Muslims were superficial and fed the circus-like criticism. In a phone-in programme on al-Jazeera yesterday, many viewers called in to criticise the Pope but no one knew about what. These were just emotional outbursts in response to hearsay concerning the Pope talking about jihad and criticising Islam, when in fact all that is false. Let me say why.


Quoting the Qur’an 

The Pope quoted only one verse from the Qur’an, the one that says that “There is no compulsion in religion” (2, 256). In the West, Muslims quote this verse all the time as proof that freedom of conscience and faith are part of Islam. If the Pope really wanted to attack Islam and show how bad it is, he could have picked any one of many dozens of verses like Sûrah 2, 191-193, in which Muslims re urged to kill those guilty of al-fitnah (sedition). For, in the name of Islam, thousands of people have been killed because as the Qur’an says, “Al-Fitnah is worse than killing”. It was with this verse on their lips that people said they wanted to kill Abdul Rahman, an Afghan man who converted to Christianity. 
To many, becoming Christian is seen as “sedition” (fitnah) from the community, an act that is better dealt with by killing the perpetrator. Instead the Pope chose the most positive and more open verse and made a comment about its history. 

He told his audience that the verse came from Muhammad’s period in Madinah, a time when he was weak and under threat. Even the Saudi-published Qur’an, which is considered the most official, places Sûrah 2 in Muhammad’s early, Madinan period, when the prophet was a refugee, without an army.


Reason and violence 

Normally, speeches by the Pope are never preceded by a title. This inaugural address however was different; it had a title—“Faith, Reason and the University. Memories and Reflections”—because it was part of academic exercise. If one reads through the whole document, one would find that the word “Reason”, as the key point in the message, appears 46 times. Islam, Judaism, and especially Western culture also do appear, but the text the Pope delivered was a criticism of the concept of Reason as it evolved in the West since the Enlightenment. A few days earlier he had also criticised German bishops for giving precedence to “social” rather than “religious” projects (like building churches or evangelising). In the speech Pope was trying to show how western society—including the Church—has become secularised by removing from the concept of Reason its spiritual dimension and origins which are in God. In early Western history, Reason was not opposed to faith, according to the Pope, but instead fed on it. During the speech Benedict XVI quoted from a recent book by Prof Theodore Khoury, an expert on Byzantium, who has reprinted the text of a late Middle Ages dialogue between a Byzantine emperor, Manuel II Paleologus, and a Persian Muslim. The Holy Father chose this text because it contained a “key sentence” in which the emperor criticises the Muslim for Islam’s violence as exemplified by the command to spread the faith by the sword. No historian can deny the fact that Muhammad and, after him, the caliphs often used violence to convert conquered peoples. This does not mean that Muhammad liked violence but it does mean that he was a man of his time. Fighting among Arab tribes was widespread, including over grazing land. The first biography of Muhammad written by a Muslim was titled “Book of [Military] Campaigns” (the term is Maghâzî which has been transliterated as razzias). Certainly, one can criticise Emperor Manuel for Islam did not spread by violence alone. In Indonesia, Malaysia and some African countries Islam was brought by Muslim traders. In other countries it arrived via Sufi mystics (who could also be warriors as was the case in Morocco). But for the emperor, “violence is something unreasonable [. . .] incompatible with the nature of God and the nature of the soul”. It is this sentence that got the Pope’s attention, so much so that he repeated it five times. Basically then, the message is that anyone who engages in violence ceases being a believer; anyone, Christian or Muslim, who goes along with violence goes against Reason and God, whose is the source of Reason.


The West’s mutilated Reason 

The other thrust in the Pope’s speech was a critique of the West for removing everything spiritual from the concept of Reason. In Greek Logikos means “rational” and “spiritual”, and until the 8th-9th century, Muslims had a similar word borrowed from the Christians that meant both “rational and spiritual”. 
The Pope’s thoughts are thus quite close to Muslim criticism of the secularised West. Muslims seem to be saying: You have technology, science, everything, except the essential since you marginalised spirituality and God. In a unique way, the Pope is criticising the West with an “attempt [. . .] at a critique of modern reason from within” which “has nothing to do with putting the clock back to the time before the Enlightenment and rejecting the insights of the modern age.” Through this attempt at a critique from “within” the Pontiff wants to show that efforts to exclude God are not enlightened but a false “enlightenment”. Instead, once this is taken into account, the “positive aspects of modernity are to be acknowledged unreservedly.” Benedict XVI does not want to reject modern Reason; he wants to broaden its meaning. In so doing, he joins Muslims in criticising the atheist view of Reason whilst offering a critique from “within” in order to “broaden” it. “Only thus do we become capable of that genuine dialogue of cultures and religions so urgently needed today.” 
Therefore, the goal is to start a universal dialogue based on “Reason”. Violence stands against human Reason (a danger that looms over Islam) as does the belief that Reason is opposed to faith and spirituality.


Universal dialogue and Islamic Golden Age 

Rather than criticising Islam, the Pope is actually offering it a helping hand by suggesting that it do away with the cycle of violence. He also asks Islam not to leave the cycle of “Reason” or better still, he urges it to engage Christianity in a dialogue for reasons related to ethics. The Middle Ages were the Golden Age of the Muslim world. Why? Because at that time a true humanism based on Greek thinking had developed in the lands of Islam. Upon the request of caliphs, Arab and Syriac Christians translated into Arabic everything that was known by and about Plato, Aristotle, Plotinus, Anaxagoras and the whole of traditional philosophy. In the field of medicine, Hunayn Ibn Ishaq, a Christian who died in 873 AD, translated all the works of Hippocrates and Galen from Greek into Arabic. For centuries Christian translators acted as teachers for Muslim scholars. Through them Hellenistic thinking was integrated into Arab, Persian, Turkish and other cultures. And it is against this background that Islam experienced its ‘Golden Age’, an age that saw thinkers like Averroes flower. We Arabs know that this was the most beautiful period in Islam’s history, which ended in the 12th century. Many Muslim thinkers today realise that an Islamic Renaissance today requires looking back at the world of Medieval ideas. In fact, we must heed the Pope’s suggestions; we must face, assimilate, and evaluate modern thinking the way Christian translators and then Muslim scholars did in the Middle Ages. Today Islam is tempted to reject Western culture as a whole dismissing it as “pagan” (which is partly true). However, this means failing to separate the wheat from the chaff. As a great scholar, the Pope has dared to do so. With great acumen he has said yes to Reason, but one that is not robbed of its spiritual content; yes to enlightenment but no to its anti-religious version. 


The Pope is proposing a universal dialogue open to all religions as well as agnostics based on a “broader” definition of Reason. For this reason, I want to tell my Muslim friends: Before talking, read. When you have read, think and try to understand. Even we Christians can have a hard time trying to grasp what the Pope says.


Theo-Cons and fundamentalists as Siamese twins 

Some Muslim fundamentalists have said that the Pope now speaks for the Theo-Cons and has become the instigator for a “crusade against Islam”. Sadly, some people cannot avoid seeing the conflict between the West and Islam except in political terms. Since the Pope is a Westerner, it must logically follow that he is “against” us. And having failed to understand what the Pope says, all that they can say is that he criticised jihad and for this reason he certainly “must” be an enemy. This explains why in so many Muslim countries, people are taking to the streets to protest as they did for the Muhammad cartoons controversy. In so doing they actually confirm what the Pope said, namely that violence is against Reason and God. These fundamentalists want to defend Islam in the West by resorting to violent methods, but all they do is confirm to the West that it is right in condemning Islam. From this standpoint it is clear that Theo-Con violence that fuels wars and Muslim fundamentalism are like “Siamese twins” that can only help each other. If violence and street protests should grow because of fundamentalism, Islam will further spiral downward into its own crisis. Only by listening to the Pope’s suggestions, and those of a few Muslim intellectuals, can Islam’s chances for renewal become real. It is high time that Islam deal with modernity; not to be swallowed up by it, but rather to take what good it has to offer and improve on it.

Samir Khalil Samir, an Egyptian Jesuit very familiar with both the pope and the Muslim religion sets the Pope's text to context in this excellent analysis for AsiaNews, of the speech the Pope made to an academic audience at the University of Regensburg on September 12. 

Declaration Concerning Pope's Regensburg Address 

https://konkanicatholics.blogspot.in/2006/09/declaration-concering-popes-regensburg.html  
Vatican City, September 15, 2006 (Vatican Information Service) 

Yesterday evening, Holy See Press Office Director Fr. Federico Lombardi S.J. released the following declaration to journalists concerning the interpretation of certain passages of the address delivered by the Holy Father at the University of Regensburg on September 12. "Concerning the reaction of Muslim leaders to certain passages of the Holy Father's address at the University of Regensburg, it should be noted that what the Holy Father has to heart - and which emerges from an attentive reading of the text - is a clear and radical rejection of the religious motivation for violence. "It was certainly not the intention of the Holy Father to undertake a comprehensive study of the jihad and of Muslim ideas on the subject, still less to offend the sensibilities of Muslim faithful.
"Quite the contrary, what emerges clearly from the Holy Father's discourses is a warning, addressed to Western culture, to avoid 'the contempt for God and the cynicism that considers mockery of the sacred to be an exercise of freedom.' A just consideration of the religious dimension is, in fact, an essential premise for fruitful dialogue with the great cultures and religions of the world. And indeed, in concluding his address in Regensburg, Benedict XVI affirmed how 'the world's profoundly religious cultures see this exclusion of the divine from the universality of reason as an attack on their most profound convictions. A reason which is deaf to the divine and which relegates religion into the realm of subcultures is incapable of entering into the dialogue of cultures.' "What is clear then, is the Holy Father's desire to cultivate an attitude of respect and dialogue towards other religions and cultures, including, of course, Islam." 

Read a detailed report at
https://www.bc.edu/content/dam/files/research_sites/cjl/texts/cjrelations/topics/Benedict_Islam.htm 

Benedict XVI's words spark calls for apologies and requests for clarification in the Islamic world
http://www.asianews.it/news-en/Benedict-XVIs-words-spark-calls-for-apologies-and-requests-for-clarification-in-theIslamic-world-7225.html, http://www.asianews.it/view.php?l=en&art=7224
September 15, 2006
A Turkish government official asks for the Pope's trip to be cancelled, Pakistan's parliament is asking for a retraction, Muslim Brotherhood for an apology. Catholic schools closed "for precaution" in two Indian states. But there are also those who are requesting clarifications and are saying that the Pope did not mean to offend. 15 September, 2006 
Rome (AsiaNews) -- Protest rallies have taken place in India and have been announced, by Hamas, in Gaza. Reactions, whether on the street or in newspapers, have been mainly to ask Benedict XVI to apologize "for having offended a billion Muslims," as Moroccan daily Aujourd'hui wrote, but there are also those, like the Great Mufti of Syria, Ahmed Bader Eddin Houssoun, who are asking for "clarifications of what has been reported by international news agencies and various satellite news channels." Among the latter, Al Jazeera and Al Arabjia reported on the Islamic protests giving ample coverage of the opinions of extremists also, such as Kuwaiti Hakim al-Mutairi, secretary general of the "Umma" (Islamic nation) Party, who links the words of Benedict XVI with "the new wars that the West is bringing to the Islamic world, in places such as Afghanistan, Iraq and Lebanon." Al-Mutairi asks all Islamic countries to recall their diplomats from the Vatican and to expel those of Holy See, until the Pope apologizes. Calls for an apology are arriving also from Cairo where the leader of the Muslim Brotherhood, Mohammad Mehdi Akef, said that the Pope's words are jeopardizing world peace.

From Iran, Mullah Ahmad Khatami touched a threatening note when, during the Friday prayer in Teheran, he spoke of "misinformation" from the leader of Christianity. "Muslims in the world will surely want to react to such weak arguments and invite those who do not understand Islam to study the religion."
Turkish daily Milliyet gives a full report on its front page of the statement by Ali Bardakoglu, the government official responsible for religious affairs, who says that he believes that, with such provocatory and hostile affirmations by Benedict XVI against Mohammad, the Pope's trip to Turkey at the end of November will not be useful for dialogue toward inter-cultural peace. His remarks were also reported by other newspapers.
In Pakistan, it is instead parliament which is asking Benedict XVI to retract his statements, while foreign ministry spokesperson, Tasnim Aslam, said it was "very inappropriate for a religious leader of the Pope's stature to make statements that can increase disaccord among religions."
In Saudi Arabia, Arab News refers to "protests in the Islamic world" caused by the Pope's words and states that organizations and Islamic scholars are speaking of the "rashness" of the statements of a man who is supposed to have familiarity with the religions of the world and that his words serve only to increase hostility between Christians and Muslims. Lebanon's Grand Mufti, Mouhammad Rachid Kobbani, said that the Pope's lecture was "full of errors" and that the "Truth is only found in the Koran, the Book of God, and all indications on the use of the sword are against Islam, because Islam preaches tolerance and forgiveness. The Pope's words are the result of a campaign against our faith." Kobbani asked for clarifications and apologies to the Islamic world. In Syria, during the Friday gathering at the great mosque of Damascus, Grand Mufti Ahmad El Hassoun said that the Pope "forgot the great historical apparatus of Islam." El Hassoun expressed "his preoccupation in the face of the deterioration of inter-religious dialogue" and called for the Holy See to resume the path of dialogue initiated by Pope John Paul II.
Similar considerations were made by the Organization of Islamic Conferences which groups Islamic scholars from 57 countries. The OIC expresses its "regret" for a statement that is not "justifiable" and that "increases hostility and distance between Islamic and Christian people, while reasonable people of both sides are trying to build bridges." However, the OIC too expects "clarifications" from the Vatican.
In the Emirates, Gulfnews doused the flames with a headline that read, "The Pope did not mean to offend Muslims", reporting on the statement of the director of the Vatican Press Office, Father Federico Lombardi. Harsh criticism against Benedict XVI arrived from India, where Hamid Ansar, president of the Indian National Commission for Minorities claimed that "the language used by the Pope sounded like that of his counterpart who in the 12th century ordered the Crusades." But from the same country, Jesuit Father Cedric Prakash, human rights activist and director of the Prashant Centre points out that "Benedict XVI's recent comments can offend the feelings of the entire Muslim community only if they are taken out of context. Given that the Pope is recognized by all as the only figure who can be fully impartial and can look objectively at the world scene, his comments seem insensitive and inappropriate if they are taken out of context." "Benedict XVI's condemnation of certain Islamic groups who legitimize violence and the use of terrorism in various parts of the world is simply echoing what he himself, but also all world leaders (including those of Islamic countries), have always said. Violence is not compatible with the nature of God. Nowhere in his speech does the Pope condemn Islam as violent."
News of protests are also arriving from Jammu and Kashmir, states in India which are Muslim-majority. Government officials have asked Catholic schools to close "as a precautionary measure to protect staff and students" in case of violent protests. The Bishop of Jammu-Srinagar Diocese, Monsignor Peter Celestine Elampassery, OFM, said to AsiaNews: "The Church in this part of the country has very good relations with the government and with public offices. This is understandable as, in our schools, students receive a first-rate education but, above all, learn values which are shared by all."

Excuse me! The Pope is not a dog! – By Teresa Beneditta 
This headline was bound to come sooner or later from the Guardian. They reported the election of Benedict XVI with the headline "God's Rottweiler is new Pope.' And now, they have the chance to use it again! 
I am posting this article not because I am masochistic but because towards the end, it does acknowledge a few key points about what this Pope has done and is doing. But forgive me for my parenthetical comments - can't help it when false or outrageous statements are made! (-Source unknown)
After a quiet first year as pontiff, God's Rottweiler shows his teeth - Pope believes his church should take tougher line on Islam 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2006/sep/16/religion.catholicism 

By John Hooper in Rome, September 16, 2006 
The anniversary of Pope Benedict's election in the spring focused a question that had been forming in the minds of Vatican-watchers throughout his first 12 months: "What happened to God's Rottweiler?" 
As head of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith - the Vatican ministry that once ran the Inquisition - Joseph Ratzinger had done a fine job for Pope John Paul of intimidating the thinkers of the Roman Catholic Church into sullen conformity. [Note the negative editorializing. Name us the intimidated and the sullen conformers, please!]

But since he emerged on to the balcony of St Peter's basilica after his election in April 2005, the guard dog seemed to have become a pussycat - a benign old gent with a harmless taste for anachronistic headgear and a habit of boring his audiences with abstruse theological discourse. 

[Has this reporter ever bothered to attend a general audience, an Angelus or a Mass celebrated by Benedict in Rome? Has he ever bothered to read the texts of his homilies and his extemporaneous exchange with children, youths, priests and parents? When was he abstruse? Even the Regensburg lecture was far from abstruse - if anything, it was a model of clarity and straight language compared to the usual academic texts! But I bet Hooper has not read it either.]
The German commentator Wolfgang Cooper had cautioned before Benedict's election that the new Pope was an academic who "prefers intellectual discussions". 

And, indeed, by the time the papal jet touched down near Munich last Saturday, Karol Wojtyla's snappy soundbites were no more than a fond recollection in the collective memory of the Vatican press corps. 

[Sure, 'snappy soundbites' are far easier to report than trying to synthesize a serious message, no matter in what simple form it is delivered. And did any of the Vatican reporters bother to read John Paul II's encyclicals and report them the way they deserved to be reported? Oh no, they only want something that can be served to them pre-digested that they can just quote without any effort on their part!]
On the day he uttered the phrases that have prompted such uproar in the Muslim world, Pope Benedict celebrated an open-air mass. How did he try to reach out to the crowd? Initially, by talking about the medieval theological compendiums known as summae - not exactly a topic of burning currency in pious, rural southern Germany. [As though pious and rural were synonymous with ignorant and uneducated!]

It is tempting to see the Pope's controversial reference to a 14th century Byzantine emperor in the same light - as the gaffe of an other-worldly intellectual who does not stop to think that his words are going to be seized on by journalists. 
However, he more or less apologised in advance for the "startling brusqueness" of the emperor's remark that Muhammad brought "only evil and inhuman" things. That suggests he was fully aware of the impact it could make. 
What is more, it is clear from the passage that followed that the Pope fully supports, if not the emperor's language, then certainly his underlying contention - that holy war is at odds with reason.

[And it is not true that 'holy war is at odds with reason'? - That was one of the points of the lecture. Moreover, the Vatican statement this morning already said clearly he did not intend to make the emperor's words his own!]  
There are two further motives for thinking Benedict is ready to upset the believers in other faiths rather than shrink from what he believes needs to be said (or not said). 
First, he has done it before. [Oh, a recidivist!] At Auschwitz, in May, he appalled many Jews by passing up what they saw as a historic opportunity for a German pope to apologise for the Roman Catholic Church’s conduct in the Second World War. [Apologize for what? For a false perception carefully nursed by Communist propaganda in the 60s and promptly swallowed hook, line and sinker by a liberal secular world press ready to pin anything bad on the Catholic Church? But this has been played before!?]
The second factor is that Pope Benedict has signalled clearly that he favours a tougher line in his church's dealings with Islam. The key word in the Vatican now is "reciprocity". The leadership of the Roman Catholic Church is increasingly of the opinion that a meaningful dialogue with the Muslim world is not possible while Christians are denied religious freedom in Muslim states. 
One of the Pope's earliest personnel moves was to send Archbishop Michael Fitzgerald, the Vatican's leading expert on Islam, to Cairo as the Holy See's envoy to the Arab League. The department he left behind, the Pontifical Council for Inter-religious Dialogue, has been absorbed into the Vatican's "culture ministry". 
That reshuffle is one of several major changes effected by Pope Benedict. With what, for the Vatican, is uncharacteristic haste*, he has put new men in several top jobs including the secretariat of state. 

*[And when was it that they were saying the Pope was moving too slowly about making changes in the Curia? And he is being faulted for putting in his own men in Vatican "top jobs including secretary of state! What, he should just govern with Wojtyla's men? What is he, a non-entity who cannot put in his own men to help him run the Church?] 
He has set a new agenda for the Vatican whose new concerns include not only relations with the Islamic world but also a redoubled attempt to heal the breach with Orthodox Christianity and a drive to assert the role of God in the processes of creation and evolution. At the same time - and in contrast to the approach of his predecessor - Benedict has begun to deliver on his pledge to drive the "filth" from the church. In May, in a singularly public and humiliating manner, he disciplined one of the church's most influential priests, the head of the Legionnaires of Christ movement, who had been accused of sexual abuse. 

Dear Michael, Teresa Beneditta, a wonderful Catholic dissected the journalism of "The Guardian" in that article. The rest (including underline/emphasis) are Teresa's comments in minimum. I have posted it after some people informed me that their newspapers have used "dog" for the Vatican/Pope. In case someone contacted you with similar observations, you can share this with them. There isn't any particular weblink for the article. Just picked it up from a discussion forum.  –Austine Crasta, owner, Konkani Catholics yahoo group
Apology to Muslims - An Invitation to Frank and Sincere Dialogue 
https://w2.vatican.va/content/benedict-xvi/en/angelus/2006/documents/hf_ben-xvi_ang_20060917.html EXTRACT
Vatican City, September 17, 2006 

[Here is a translation of the address Benedict XVI gave today before reciting the midday Angelus with crowds at the papal summer residence of Castel Gandolfo. -Zenit.org ZE06091703]
Dear Brothers and Sisters,

The Pastoral Visit which I recently made to Bavaria was a deep spiritual experience, bringing together personal memories linked to places well known to me and pastoral initiatives toward an effective proclamation of the Gospel for today.
I thank God for the interior joy which he made possible, and I am also grateful to all those who worked hard for the success of this pastoral visit. As is the custom, I will speak more of this during next Wednesday's general audience.
At this time, I wish also to add that I am deeply sorry for the reactions in some countries to a few passages of my address at the University of Regensburg, which were considered offensive to the sensibility of Muslims.
These in fact were a quotation from a medieval text, which do not in any way express my personal thought.
Yesterday, the cardinal secretary of state published a statement in this regard in which he explained the true meaning of my words. I hope that this serves to appease hearts and to clarify the true meaning of my address, which in its totality was and is an invitation to frank and sincere dialogue, with great mutual respect. […]
Benedict XVI Apologizes** for Muslim Offense - Makes Invitation to Dialogue 
https://hcef.org/1703-benedict-xvi-apologizes-for-muslim-offense/  

Castel Gandolfo, Italy, September 17, 2006 (Zenit.org ZE06091704)

Benedict XVI said that he is "deeply sorry" for the harsh reaction to his recent remarks about Islam, and invited Muslims to open and honest dialogue. In the Pope's first public address since his trip to Bavaria, he said today: "I am deeply sorry for the reactions in some countries to a few passages of my address at the University of Regensburg, which were considered offensive to the sensibility of Muslims." "These in fact were a quotation from a Medieval text, which do not in any way express my personal thought," the Holy Father said from the balcony of the papal summer residence of Castel Gandolfo to the crowds gathered in the rain to pray the Angelus.
In his address on Tuesday in Regensburg, the Bishop of Rome quoted a dialogue on Christianity and Islam between Byzantine emperor Manuel II Paleologus and a Persian, which took place in Ankara around 1391. The Pontiff quoted what the emperor said regarding the question of the jihad (Holy War): "Show me just what Mohammed brought that was new, and there you will find things only evil and inhuman, such as his command to spread by the sword the faith he preached."
Clarification Today Benedict XVI pointed to the statement released Saturday by Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone "in which he explained the true meaning of my words."

"I hope that this serves to appease hearts and to clarify the true meaning of my address, which in its totality was and is an invitation to frank and sincere dialogue, with great mutual respect," the Pope said. In his statement, Cardinal Bertone explained that "the Holy Father did not mean, nor does he mean, to make that opinion his own in any way. 
"He simply used it as a means to undertake -- in an academic context, and as evident from a complete and attentive reading of the text -- certain reflections on the theme of the relationship between religion and violence in general, and to conclude with a clear and radical rejection of the religious motivation for violence, from whatever side it may come."
The Arab television channel Al-Jazeera transmitted live the Pope's words during the Angelus. 

**He did NOT apologize! (Despite what the headlines say)

https://pewlady.blogspot.in/2006/09/he-did-not-apologize-despite-what.html?m=0
By Kelly Thatcher, September 17, 2006

Even Zenit got it wrong in its headline: "Benedict XVI Apologizes for Muslim Offense".

Here's the first definition of "apologize":

1. To make excuse for or regretful acknowledgment of a fault or offense.

Here's what the Holy Father said:

"I am deeply sorry for the reactions in some countries to a few passages of my address at the University of Regensburg, which were considered offensive to the sensibility of Muslims."

In no way does B16 acknowledge his "fault or offense." Nor should he be expected to do so.

He's sorry for the reactions of some to his words.

I am, too, although not, alas in such a humble way as is the Holy Father. I'm sorry, for example, for the apparent need to "react" by burning the Pope in effigy. And I'm far more sorry if this "reaction" had to include the murder of an Italian nun.

Pray for Islam. May Our Lady lead them to Christ.

Archbishop of Yangon Defends Pope - Said Violence and Islam Cannot Co-exist 
https://zenit.org/articles/archbishop-of-yangon-defends-pope/ 

Yangon, Myanmar, September 17, 2006 

Religion cannot justify violence is the message Benedict XVI communicated in his comments on Islam during his trip to Bavaria, says the archbishop of Yangon.
Archbishop Charles Bo of Yangon said in comments to ZENIT that he is "sad to hear the misunderstandings of our brother Muslims" regarding the statements the Holy Father made Tuesday at the University of Regensburg.
The archbishop continued: "Benedict XVI was making a very clear statement, that violence is not compatible with the nature of God. Violence and killing is contrary to the nature of God. "He was very clear that God is love and love ensures and brings forth life. God is life-giving. That is the fundamental reason why such a respected and highly-acclaimed theologian like the Pope gave such a clear message in his first encyclical 'Deus Caritas Est.'"

"The Pope was speaking in a university, where he chose to repeat that the religious dimension is necessary for all men, and that faith is fundamental to experience fullness of life," Archbishop Bo said. "The coldness of rationality often yields to a desacralized life -- this is what he was trying to say," he said. "In this the Pope has fully expressed the sentiment and desire of millions of Muslims who in one way or another, say: 'Violence and Islam cannot be related,'" he added. The archbishop said that Benedict XVI "said that many Muslims say: 'We are Muslims and we want to be Muslim believers in today's world and against those who use religion to strike at others with violence. Religion cannot be the foundation of a conflict, a war, or any other kind of violence.'" Some 4% of the population of Myanmar, a country of 47 million inhabitants, is Muslim, the majority being Buddhist. 

Cardinal Murphy-O'Connor's Statement on Islam - "A Radical Rejection of Any Religious Motivation for Violence" 
https://hcef.org/1706-cardinal-murphy-oconnors-statement-on-islam/ 

London, September 17, 2006 (Zenit.org ZE06091729)

Here is the statement that Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor, archbishop of Westminster, has asked to be read at all Masses in his diocese Sept. 16-17.
Benedict XVI, in a lecture widely reported, was essentially appealing for a dialogue of cultures based on faith and reason. It is quite clear to me that Benedict XVI has no intention of offending the sensibilities of our Muslim brothers and sisters. The Holy Father himself has expressed his sorrow if any passage in his speech sounded offensive to Muslim believers. What clearly emerges from his lecture is a radical rejection of any religious motivation for violence.
For our part we will continue to develop good relations with the Muslim community in our country based on mutual respect and a common desire for justice and peace in our world. I myself will be standing alongside Muslim and Jewish leaders outside Downing Street this Sunday in a common witness to urge governments to do everything in their power to avert further death and destruction in Darfur in the Sudan. Please remember this intention in your prayers. Also pray for our fruitful interreligious dialogue and cooperation in the future. 

Cardinal Bertone on Islamic Reaction to Pope's Address - "The Church Regards With Esteem Also the Muslims" 
https://zenit.org/articles/cardinal-bertone-on-islamic-reaction-to-pope-s-address/ 

Vatican City, September 17, 2006          

Here is a translation of the statement released Saturday by Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone, Vatican secretary of state, on the Islamic reaction to the discourse Benedict XVI gave Tuesday at the University of Regensburg.
Given the reaction in Muslim quarters to certain passages of the Holy Father's address at the University of Regensburg, and the clarifications and explanations already presented through the Director of the Holy See Press Office, I would like to add the following:
- The position of the Pope concerning Islam is unequivocally that expressed by the conciliar document Nostra Aetate: "The Church regards with esteem also the Muslims. They adore the one God, living and subsisting in Himself; merciful and all-powerful, the Creator of heaven and earth, Who has spoken to men; they take pains to submit wholeheartedly to even His inscrutable decrees, just as Abraham, with whom the faith of Islam takes pleasure in linking itself, submitted to God. Though they do not acknowledge Jesus as God, they revere Him as a prophet. They also honor Mary, His virgin Mother; at times they even call on her with devotion. In addition, they await the day of judgment when God will render their deserts to all those who have been raised up from the dead. Finally, they value the moral life and worship God especially through prayer, almsgiving and fasting" (no. 3).
- The Pope's option in favor of inter-religious and inter-cultural dialogue is equally unequivocal. In his meeting with representatives of Muslim communities in Cologne, Germany, on 20 August 2005, he said that such dialogue between Christians and Muslims "cannot be reduced to an optional extra," adding: "The lessons of the past must help us to avoid repeating the same mistakes. We must seek paths of reconciliation and learn to live with respect for each other's identity".
- As for the opinion of the Byzantine emperor Manuel II Paleologus which he quoted during his Regensburg talk, the Holy Father did not mean, nor does he mean, to make that opinion his own in any way. He simply used it as a means to undertake - in an academic context, and as is evident from a complete and attentive reading of the text - certain reflections on the theme of the relationship between religion and violence in general, and to conclude with a clear and radical rejection of the religious motivation for violence, from whatever side it may come. On this point, it is worth recalling what Benedict XVI himself recently affirmed in his commemorative Message for the 20th anniversary of the Inter-religious Meeting of Prayer for Peace, initiated by his predecessor John Paul II at Assisi in October 1986: " ... demonstrations of violence cannot be attributed to religion as such but to the cultural limitations with which it is lived and develops in time. ... In fact, attestations of the close bond that exists between the relationship with God and the ethics of love are recorded in all great religious traditions".
- The Holy Father thus sincerely regrets that certain passages of his address could have sounded offensive to the sensitivities of the Muslim faithful, and should have been interpreted in a manner that in no way corresponds to his intentions. 

Indeed it was he who, before the religious fervor of Muslim believers, warned secularized Western culture to guard against "the contempt for God and the cynicism that considers mockery of the sacred to be an exercise of freedom".
- In reiterating his respect and esteem for those who profess Islam, he hopes they will be helped to understand the correct meaning of his words so that, quickly surmounting this present uneasy moment, witness to the "Creator of heaven and earth, Who has spoken to men" may be reinforced, and collaboration may intensify "to promote together for the benefit of all mankind social justice and moral welfare, as well as peace and freedom" (Nostra Aetate no. 3). 

Islam's Unreasonable War against Benedict XVI  

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/84185%26eng%3Dy.html 

In Regensburg, the pope offered as terrain for dialogue between Christians and Muslims “acting according to reason.” But the Islamic world has attacked him, distorting his thought, confirming by this that the rejection of reason brings intolerance and violence along with it. The uncertainties about the trip to Turkey 

By Sandro Magister, Rome, September 18, 2006 

As soon as he returned from his trip to Bavaria, Benedict XVI, as had been planned, installed Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone as head of the secretariat of state and promoted archbishop Dominique Mamberti as the Holy See’s new foreign minister. At the same time, he found himself facing a wave of unprecedented protest on the part of the Muslim world – on account of things he had said at the University of Regensburg on September 12. 
The two facts are not disconnected from each other. Bertone is not a career diplomat, but a man of doctrine and a pastor of souls. More than secretary of state – he has said – he wants to be secretary “of Church.” By installing him, the pope has confirmed that what is expected from the secretariat of state and the pontifical representatives is, above all, collaboration in the task that belongs to him as successor of Peter: “strengthening the brethren in the faith.” 
This, and nothing else, is what Benedict XVI went to do in Bavaria, as he emphasized at the end of the trip: 
“I came to Germany, to Bavaria, to re-propose the eternal truths of the Gospel as present-day truths and strength, and to strengthen believers in their adherence to Christ, the Son of God who became man for our salvation. I am convinced in the faith that in Him, in his word, is found the way not only to attain eternal happiness, but also to build already a future worthy of man upon this earth.” 
Less diplomacy and more Gospel: this is the course that Joseph Ratzinger is setting for the Church’s central governance. Even in the choice of archbishop Mamberti as foreign minister, what the pope kept in mind even more than his diplomatic competency was his direct familiarity with the Muslim world and with the related questions of faith and civilization. Born in Marakesh, with French citizenship via Corsica, Mamberti was a pontifical representative in Chile and to the United Nations, but also in Algeria, Lebanon, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and most recently in Sudan, Eritrea, and Somalia. 
And it was again this criterion – less diplomacy and more Gospel – that led the pope, in the course of his trip to Germany, to say such politically incorrect, and such potentially explosive, words. Anyone who is an expert in the art of diplomacy and a proponent of “realism” in international relations would certainly have censured as inopportune and dangerous many passages of the homilies and speeches delivered by Benedict XVI in Germany. But this is not a pope who submits himself to such censorship or self-censorship, which he sees as being inopportune and dangerous indeed when it concerns the pillars of his preaching. His goal on his trip to Germany was to illuminate before modern man – whether Christian, agnostic, or of another faith; from Europe, Africa, or Asia – that simple and supreme truth that is the other side of the truth to which he dedicated the encyclical “Deus Caritas Est.” God is love, but he is also reason, he is the “Logos.” And so when reason separates itself from God, it closes in upon itself. And likewise, faith in an “irrational” God, an absolute, unbridled will, can become the seed of violence. Every religion, culture, and civilization is exposed to this twofold error – not only Islam, but also Christianity, toward which the pope directed almost the entirety of his preaching. 
Two days before the lecture at the University of Regensburg against which Muslim government officials and opinion makers launched their protests, Benedict XVI had exposed this truth in the homily for the Mass on Sunday, September 10 in Munich, with connotations that had even let him pass as pro-Islamic in some media commentaries. 
The pope had said: “People in Africa and Asia admire, indeed, the scientific and technical prowess of the West, but they are frightened by a form of rationality which totally excludes God from man's vision, as if this were the highest form of reason, and one to be taught to their cultures too. They do not see the real threat to their identity in the Christian faith, but in the contempt for God and the cynicism that considers mockery of the sacred to be an exercise of freedom and that holds up utility as the supreme criterion for the future of scientific research. Dear friends, this cynicism is not the kind of tolerance and cultural openness that the world's peoples are looking for and that all of us want! The tolerance which we urgently need includes the fear of God – respect for what others hold sacred. This respect for what others hold sacred demands that we ourselves learn once more the fear of God. But this sense of respect can be reborn in the Western world only if faith in God is reborn, if God become once more present to us and in us. We don't impose our faith on anyone...” 
But then came the lecture in Regensburg, and the interpretation of it made by the leaders of the Muslim world – muftis, preachers, opinionists, government officials, with a propagation and exaggeration of the offensive similar to what was seen a few months ago against the blasphemous cartoons – was the diametrical opposite. The accusations sprang from an outrageous distortion of the theses expounded by Benedict XVI, and sidestepped precisely that exercise of reason invoked by the pope as the proper terrain for a true dialogue among the religions and civilizations. 
So the new Vatican foreign minister, Mamberti, acted well when he replied not by announcing unthinkable retractions on the part of the pope, but by appealing simply for a “direct” and complete reading of the lecture he gave in Regensburg. 


On September 16, the new secretary of state, Bertone, released an official note reaffirming the “unmistakable” positions of the pope, his dismay over interpretations of his thought wrongly thought to be offensive, and the hope that “those who profess Islam may be aided to understand his words in their right meaning.” 
And at the Angelus on Sunday the 17th, Benedict XVI himself made this clarification: 
“I am deeply sorry for the reactions in some countries to a few passages of my address at the University of Regensburg, which were considered offensive to the sensibility of Muslims. These in fact were a quotation from a medieval text which do not in any way express my personal thought. Yesterday, the cardinal secretary of state published a statement in this regard in which he explained the true meaning of my words. I hope that this serves to appease hearts and to clarify the true meaning of my address, which in its totality was and is an invitation to frank and sincere dialogue, with great mutual respect.” This does not alter the fact that the lecture by Benedict XVI in Regensburg – reissued in its entirety by www.chiesa, in Italian and English, an hour after it was delivered – was truly and audaciously impolitic. 
The pope took as his point of departure a dialogue that took place in 1391 between the emperor of Constantinople, Manuel II Paleologus, and a Muslim scholar from Persia on the irrationality of spreading the faith through violence. 
The dialogue was not a mere academic exercise. What little remained of the Eastern Roman Empire was under its final attack from the Ottoman armies. Around sixty years later, in 1453, Constantinople would fall under Muslim dominion, and the basilica of Hagia Sophia would be turned into a mosque. So then, the next trip that Benedict XVI has planned, at the end of November, is to Istanbul, the current name for Constantinople. It includes an arrival at Ankara, the capital of Turkey, and a stop in Ephesus, at what is traditionally called the “House of Our Lady.” It was the ecumenical patriarch of Constantinople, Bartholomew I, who invited the pope in mid-2005. Benedict XVI immediately accepted the invitation, without waiting for it to be confirmed by a similar invitation from the Turkish authorities. And this alone was enough to irritate the Ankara government, which does not recognize Bartholomew I’s role as a patriarch, but treats him as an ordinary citizen. In today’s Turkey, there are a few tens of thousands of Christians, mostly belonging to the Armenian Church. The faithful of the patriarchate of Constantinople are 3-4 thousand. And there are also a few thousand Catholics. The Turkish government formally invited the pope last February. But shortly before this, on the 5th of the same month, there was the killing of an Italian priest, Fr. Andrea Santoro, in a church in Trabzon, on the Black Sea. After this, other priests were the targets of threats and attacks. For a few months, a number of the representatives of the Catholic Church in Turkey have been living under the protection of unarmed, plainclothes police officials. Their telephone conversations are monitored, and their mail is often already open when it is delivered. More than being protected, they have the feeling of being watched. 
Last June, another important Church leader, the “Catholicos” of the Armenians, Karekin II, visited Turkey. A reference that he made to the massacre of Armenians carried out by the Ottoman Empire during its final phase earned him a penal trial for offenses against Turkey, brought against him by the magistrate of Istanbul. 
Religious liberty is largely lacking in Turkey: this is also true for the non-Sunni Muslims, the Alevi. The president of the office that oversees Turkish Islam on behalf of the government, Ali Bardakoglu, is inflexible in rejecting the request of the Alevi to be recognized as a distinct Muslim community. Their places of worship are still downgraded as “cultural centers.” 
And Ali Bardakoglu was the first among the Turkish authorities to react to the lecture by Benedict XVI in Regensburg. Here is what he said: 
“His was a very provocative, hostile, and prejudicial address. I hope that it does not reflect an indwelling hostility in the pope’s interior world that reveals the presumptuous, indulgent, and arrogant attitude of those who know they have the economic power of the West behind them. If a man of religion or a scientist criticizes the history of a religion or the members of that religion, we can talk about it. But when one speaks about holy things, about the holy Book and its Prophet, it is a sign of arrogance, of hostility, and gives way to slander that incites religious fighting. The Muslim world must look with concern at Benedict XVI’s upcoming trip to Turkey. We are waiting for him to take back his words and to apologize to the world of Islam.” 
If this is the welcome Benedict XVI receives from those who oversee Islam in Turkey, the prospects are not encouraging. 
It should be noted that the agency taking care of the pope’s trip – as also of the affairs of the Christian religious minorities, considered as foreigners in terms of civil law – is the Turkish foreign ministry, of the most pronounced secularist tendency, which is controlled by the “invisible government” that is heir to the anti-Islamist revolution of Kemal Atatürk. But this current is weaker today than in the past. The currents favorable toward the entry of Turkey into the European Union also seem to be on the decline. The preliminary negotiations with the EU are stalling over two unresolved questions: Turkey’s recognition of the state of Cyprus with its capital of Nicosia, and religious freedom. One the other hand, there is growing hostility in the Turkish media toward everything that is Western, European, and Christian. Secular opinion is outstripped by opinion with an Islamist imprint, which is increasingly more combative. An extremely mediocre book of political fiction published in Turkey at the end of August and written by a journalist who specializes in intrigues, Yücel Kaya, has had spectacular commercial success. The title says it all: “Attack on the Pope: Who Will Kill Benedict XVI in Istanbul?” 
The Turkish chapter is the first one against which the new Vatican foreign minister, Mamberti, must test himself. 
As for Benedict XVI, he knows that he hasn’t made his trip to Turkey any easier. But it is the pope’s firm conviction that a visit prepared and carried out only under the shield of reticence, silence, purely ceremonial dialogue, and submission would have done more harm than good – both to the Church and to the Muslim world. But if everyone takes seriously in hand, and reads from beginning to end, the hymn to reason that he raised in Regensburg... Because at bottom, in the view of Benedict XVI, the heart of the question is always the same one that the emperor of Constantinople and his learned Persian counterpart discussed in 1391: “Not acting according to reason is contrary to the nature of God.” 

On www.chiesa, the complete text of the lecture given on September 12 by Benedict XVI at the University of Regensburg, in the Italian and English translations released by the Vatican: 

The Best of Greek Thought Is “An Integral Part of Christian Faith” 

The note released on September 16 by the new secretary of state, Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone: 
“The position of the pope concerning Islam...” 

On this website, on the concept of God in Islam, the topic to which Benedict XVI dedicated the annual study seminar with his former theology students, in September of 2005:
Islam and Democracy, a Secret Meeting at Castel Gandolfo (23.1.2006) 
Castel Gandolfo Revisited: The Jesuits Come to the Pope’s Defense (26.1.2006) 

And on Turkey:
Orthodoxy and Islam: Benedict XVI Prepares for His Trip to Turkey (16.6.2006) 
There’s a Dossier on Turkey on the Pope’s Table (22.3.2006) 
Cyprus: Portrait of a Christianity Obliterated (9.3.2006) 
Blessed Are the Meek: The Life and Martyrdom of a Priest on Mission in Turkey (7.2.2006) 
Mission Impossible: Building a Church in Turkey (28.12.2004) 
Europe Is Christian, but Turkey's Crescent Moon Shines in its Skies (15.10.2004) 
Benedict "deeply sorry" for Muslim outrage but violence continues 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/609/93.php 

Church Resources CathNews, September 18, 2006
Pope Benedict told pilgrims yesterday that he is "deeply sorry" for the reaction to his quoted remarks of a medieval ruler who criticised Islam but violence continues with the killing of an Italian nun in Somalia and the firebombing of several churches in the Middle East. "I am deeply sorry for the reactions in some countries to a few passages of my address at the University of Regensburg, which were considered offensive to the sensibility of Muslims," the Pope told pilgrims yesterday at his Castelgandolfo summer residence, according to a Reuters report. "These, in fact, were a quotation from a medieval text, which do not in any way express my personal thought," the Pontiff said. "I hope this serves to appease hearts and to clarify the true meaning of my address, which in its totality was and is an invitation to frank and sincere dialogue, with mutual respect." The comments, part of his regular Sunday Angelus blessing, came at his first public appearance since making the comments on Tuesday. New Secretary of State, Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone, had earlier announced on Saturday that the Pope was sorry Muslims had been offended and that his comments had been misconstrued. In Iran, theological schools closed on Sunday in protest at the Pope. Etemade Melli newspaper reported that senior clerics demanded an immediate apology. The English-language Tehran Times called his remarks "code words for the start of a new crusade".
Morocco withdrew its ambassador to the Vatican on Saturday, calling the Pope's remarks "offensive", while Malaysia's Prime Minister Abdullah Ahmad Badawi called on the Vatican to "take full responsibility over the matter and carry out the necessary steps to rectify the mistake." The Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq, one of the country's main Shiite political bodies, had also called for the Pope to apologise "clearly and honestly".
Iran, Indonesia call for calm However, former Iranian President Khatami and current Indonesian President Susilo Bambang Susilo endeavoured to calm the situation, warning against jumping to conclusions about the meaning of the Pope's remarks in which he quoted criticism of Muhammad by 14th century Byzantine emperor Manuel II Palaeologus. The emperor had said everything Muhammad brought was evil "such as his command to spread by the sword the faith he preached".
"I hope that the reports in this regard are misinterpreted as such remarks [as reported in the press] are usually made by uninformed and fanatic people but my impression of the Pope was rather an educated and patient man," Khatami said after his return to Tehran from a two-week visit to the United States, according to AsiaNews. Speaking from Havana, Cuba, Indonesian President Yudhoyono said that "Indonesian Muslims should have wisdom, patience, and self-restraint to address this sensitive issue. ... We need them so that harmony among people is not at stake".
However, protests and violence continue in some parts of the Muslim world. Some 200 Iranian clerics and seminary students gathered on Sunday in Qom, 135 kilometres south of the capital Tehran, to protest against what they called the Pope's anti-Islamic remarks. In protest against the Pope's remarks, the country's clergy seminary centre said all seminaries throughout the country would be closed on Sunday.
In the West Bank two churches suffered damages when stones and Molotov cocktails were thrown at them.
In Somalia, gunmen shot and killed an Italian nun at a children's hospital in Mogadishu on Sunday in an attack that drew immediate speculation of links to Muslim anger over the Pope's recent remarks on Islam. A nun from the Missionaries order identified her as Sr. Leonella Sgorbati, born in 1940, in Piacenza in northern Italy. 
The Catholic nun's bodyguard also died in the latest attack apparently aimed at foreign personnel in volatile Somalia.
The bodyguard died instantly, but the nun was rushed into an operating theatre at the hospital after the shooting.
"After serious injuries, she died in the hospital treatment room," Doctor Ali Mohamed Hassan told Reuters. "She was shot three times in the back."

A high-level Islamist source told Reuters the attack may well be linked to the controversy over Pope Benedict's recent remarks about holy wars, which have been taken by many Muslims as an attempt to portray their religion as innately violent. On Friday, a prominent hardline Mogadishu cleric called for Muslims to "hunt down" and kill the Pontiff for his remarks. "Whoever offends our Prophet Mohammed should be killed on the spot by the nearest Muslim," Sheikh Abubukar Hassan Malin told worshippers at a mosque in southern Mogadishu. "We call on all Islamic communities across the world to take revenge on the baseless critic called the Pope," he said, according to a Swissinfo report. 
Muslim reaction in Australia Meanwhile, in Australia, the Sunday Herald-Sun reports that a spokesman for the Islamic Council of Victoria says that the Vatican's friendly ties with Islam could be at risk under Pope Benedict XVI.
Islamic Council spokesman Waleed Aly said: "I just hope this isn't an indication that there's going to be a worsening of relations between the Muslim world and the Vatican. "One of the things Muslims appreciated about Pope Benedict's predecessor, Pope John Paul II, was the incredible amount of work he put into interfaith relations, particularly with Muslims." But Mr. Aly said the Australian reaction to the Pope's comments had been slight.
Source

Amid criticism and violence the first balanced views about the Pope's speech appear (Asia News, 17/9/06) 
Pope sorry for Muslim remark (The Age, 17/9/06) 
Vatican, Islam ties at 'risk' (Herald Sun, 18/9/06) 
Gunmen shoot elderly nun dead (Australian, 18/9/06) 
Italian nun slain in Somalia, speculation of Pope linkAdd story to my swissinfo panel (Swiss Info, 17/9/06) 
Italian nun killed in Somalian hospital (RTE, 17/9/06) 
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Benedict tells priests to serve Christ and be His voice (CathNews, 15/9/06) 
Religious violence contrary to God's nature, Pope says (CathNews, 14/9/06) 
No chance of world without reason, says Benedict (CathNews, 13/9/06) 
Benedict says learn Gospel from Africa and Asia (CathNews, 11/9/06) 
Benedict heads home to Bavaria, Germany (CathNews, 8/9/06) 



Pope's appeal for dialogue backfires  
http://www.theage.com.au/news/world/popes-appeal-for-dialogue-backfires/2006/09/16/1158334734064.html?page=fullpage#contentSwap1
By Melanie McDonagh, September 18, 2006
There is such a thing as being too clever by half. Pope Benedict is a case in point. He is a former academic and last week he addressed a university gathering in Germany. In this congenial environment, he delivered a nuanced address on the subject of faith and reason, snappily titled Three Stages in the Program of De-Hellenisation. The gist is that belief in God is entirely consistent with human reason and the Greek spirit of philosophical inquiry. By using the reason God gave us, we become, in a way, more like him. If the Pope had stuck to quoting Plato to illustrate his point, he wouldn't now be in the position of, as the British Muslim News put it, alienating a billion Muslims. His mistake was to cite a series of dialogues between a learned 14th-century Byzantine emperor and a scholarly Persian Muslim about the truth of their respective religions, probably written while Constantinople was being besieged by the Turks. Emperor Manuel II Paleologus referred during the dialogues to the Koran's teachings about spreading the faith by the sword. And this, said the emperor, could not come from God because violence was the opposite of reason, and God cannot act contrary to reason. What interested the Pope was the emperor's insistence that God's nature meant that he cannot act irrationally. Pope Benedict quoted verbatim from the emperor's words: "Show me just what Muhammad brought that was new, and there you will find things only evil and inhuman, such as his command to spread by the sword the faith he preached." And this remark, which the Pope described as "rather marginal to the dialogue itself", was what almost every prominent Muslim has seized on. It wasn't so much that the remarks were lost in translation from the German — it was the quotation marks.

The fact that the Pope cited the adjectives "evil and inhuman" was taken as evidence that he agreed with them.

As a British Muslim youth organisation, the Ramadhan Foundation, said crossly: "If the Pope wanted to attack Islam he should have been brave enough to say it personally without quoting a 14th-century Byzantine emperor." In fact, the Pope was out to attack something different — the contemporary, secular idea that faith is simply a matter of personal opinion. If he's having a go at anything, it's not Islam, it's the notion that religion is incompatible with independent thought.

The reaction from the Islamic world hasn't been what you might call measured. Admittedly, it was easy to take the Pope's remarks out of context, given that it takes a bit of effort to track down his address in full, or indeed to understand it. But not impossible — yet few have made the effort. The speech itself suggested that the Pope understood that there are nuances to the Islamic idea of jihad. He cites an early verse in the Koran that "there is no compulsion in religion". And in respect of the verses that exhort Muslims to take up arms for the faith he notes that there are differences between Muhammad's treatment of Christians and Jews, and of pagans. If you're looking for a real critique of Islam in the speech, there is one in the text. The Pope suggests that the Islamic idea of God is so transcendent that he cannot be seen in terms of human reason. He cites one medieval Islamic scholar who says that God is entirely remote from our rational categories.

This may not sound like much to get worked up about, but Benedict sees this as the opposite of the Christian way of looking at faith and reason. As for the Pope's notional Islamophobia, he's had rather a good record until now in terms of the issues that agitate Muslims. He was sympathetic to their reaction to the Danish cartoons, and he opposed the conflict in Lebanon and the war in Iraq. The irony of this row is that it is the opposite of what the Pope was trying to achieve. 

Benedict ended his speech by hoping for a new dialogue between the sciences, religions and cultures "which is so urgently needed today". It looks, from this miserable episode, as if you can only have a conversation that deals — however remotely — with Islam on Muslim terms. Not much of a dialogue, then. 

European Commission Defends Pope After Remarks
https://zenit.org/articles/european-commission-defends-pope-after-remarks/ 

Brussels, Belgium, September 18, 2006 

The European Commission described as unacceptable the "disproportionate" reactions that "reject freedom of speech," such as those expressed after Benedict XVI's words on Islam at a German university.
"Freedom of speech is a cornerstone of the EU's values, as is respect for all religions, Christianity, Islam, Judaism or laicism," said commission spokesman Johannes Laitenberger in a press conference today.
The spokesman pointed out that the Pope's address must be considered "in its totality," and not react to "quotes taken out of context and even less so" to "quotes deliberately taken out of context."
He stressed, however, that it is not for the European Commission to clarify or interpret "the theological contribution of the Pope to a theological debate" and he noted that the Holy See has already given explanations.
Laitenberger added that, for many years, the commission "has promoted intercultural dialogue and encouraged interreligious debate because it considers that it is "the best way to foment mutual understanding." 

BBC, NY Times and Guardian Appear to Have Stage-Managed Muslim Anti-Pope Hatred
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/bbc-ny-times-and-guardian-appear-to-have-stage-managed-muslim-anti-pope-hat
By Hilary White, London, September 18, 2006 

Ratzinger, now Benedict, has been favorite Catholic target of liberal media for years 

The international furor over the Pope’s comments at Regensburg last week appears to have begun through a series of carefully stage-managed media reports

Tracing the media coverage from the day of the Pope’s speech in Regensburg, Germany, a distinct shift in approach, what media analysts call a “meme,” of “Islamic outrage”, is clearly traceable starting with the BBC’s coverage three days later.

The day after the speech, Wednesday the 13th, the Pope’s lecture elicited little response from apparently bored secular journalists who had little interest in what was considered his “obscure” and “academic” points on the relationship between religious belief and the secular world.

Catholic news sources who reported the day after the lecture were also quiet. “Pope spends quiet afternoon at home with brother,” was the leading headline at Catholic World Report. 

On Thursday the 14th, however, under the headline “Pope's speech stirs Muslim anger,” the BBC began with a report that police in Kashmir had seized newspapers carrying coverage of the pope’s speech in order “to prevent tension.” The BBC’s coverage did not include any quote from the Indian-administered Kashmiri police force.

The BBC’s September 14th report was transmitted around the world in Arabic, Turkish, Farsi (the language of Iran), Urdu, the official language of Pakistan; and Malay. The next day, the anticipated furor had become a reality.

Immediately after the appearance of the first BBC coverage, the Pakistani parliament issued a declaration condemning Benedict’s speech and demanding an apology.

Later the same day, the BBC published, under the headline, “Muslim anger grows at Pope speech” a report on the Pakistan government’s reaction. It quoted the head of the Islamic extremist group, the Muslim Brotherhood, saying “the Pope's remarks ‘aroused the anger of the whole Islamic world’.

The same day, the Guardian, following the BBC’s lead, ran the headline, “Muslim anger builds over Pope's speech.” From that moment, the internet was flooded with reportage from around the world on the Pope’s alleged “attack” on Islam and the predicted response from Islamic groups began.

On the 13th, the New York Times, focusing on the Pope’s critique of Western secularism ran the headline, “The Pope Assails Secularism, with a Note on Jihad.” The report contained no hint of their later demands for papal apologies.

Ian Fisher wrote, “Several experts on the Catholic Church and Islam agreed that the speech — in which Benedict made clear he was quoting other sources on Islam — did not appear to be a major statement on, or condemnation of, Islam.” 

By the weekend, however, the New York Times had dropped its examination of the content and intention of the pope’s lecture, and joined the chorus of demands for apologies in its editorial. 

The BBC continued stirring the pot on the 15th, with commentary from their religious affairs correspondent, Rahul Tandon, who wrote darkly that the former Cardinal Ratzinger had “appeared to be uncomfortable with Pope John Paul II's attempts to improve dialogue with the Islamic world.”

Benedict’s unpopularity with the secularist mainstream media is legendary. Since before his election as Pope, Joseph Ratzinger had been for years the secularist and leftist media’s favorite Catholic target. Led by the BBC, the Guardian and the New York Times, media editorials had long since dubbed him “The Rottweiler” and the “Panzer Cardinal,” for his defences of Catholic doctrine, particularly on abortion and contraception.

Thousands of stories and editorials are appearing online – with no sign of slowing – carrying headlines such as that from Australia’s The Age: “‘Rottweiler’ bares teeth.” The Guardian today has issued an editorial headlined, “An Insufficient Apology,” featuring the familiar secularist accusations against the Catholic Church’s past.  

On Sunday, Toronto-based columnist, David Warren, wrote in the Ottawa Citizen on the media-instigated uproar that has led to retaliatory attacks in Israel against Christian churches and clergy and the murder of a nun in Somalia. 

By manipulating the event, Warren says, the BBC was “having a little mischief. The kind of mischief that is likely to end with Catholic priests and faithful butchered around the Muslim world.”

Warren wrote, “The BBC appears to have been quickest off the mark, to send around the world in many languages…word that the Pope had insulted the Prophet of Islam, during an address in Bavaria.” While the pope, Warren said, was not offering a “crude anti-Islamic polemic,” the content of the Pope’s speech, and his key questions in the dialogue between religions and the secular world, will now be ignored. Warren pointed to coverage by Rahul Tandon who implied that, since his election as Pope, though Benedict has “surprised many with his attempts to improve dialogue with the Muslim world, there have been signs of his earlier views.” These Tandon identified as “theological conservatism.”

“From now on,” Warren writes, “the reporting will be about the Muslim rage, and whether the Vatican has apologized yet. That is the “drama” the media will seek to capture -- the drama of the cockfight -- because they know no better kind.”

Read Rahul Tandon’s BBC commentary: Pope Benedict XVI and Islam  HYPERLINK "" http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/5349808.stm 

Read the New York Times coverage from Ian Fisher: http://www.nytimes.com/2006/09/13/world/europe/13pope.html 

Read Commentary by David Warren: http://www.davidwarrenonline.com/index.php?artID=649
Read the text of Pope Benedict’s Regensburg speech: http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2006/sep/06091802.html
From: Deal W. Hudson To: michaelprabhu@vsnl.net Sent: Saturday, September 23, 2006 8:01 PM 

The 9/11 of Pope Benedict XVI
The Window, September 19, 2006 www.morleyinstitute.org
Just as the 9/11 terrorist attacks dramatically altered the future of the Bush presidency, the 9/12 speech of Benedict XVI will shape the future of his papacy. Ever since he emerged smiling through the doors of St. Peter's, as the Cardinals' choice to lead the Church, Benedict XVI has successfully avoided reinforcing the stereotype of a tradition-bound conservative academic. He was not unaware, however, that the Catholic Left was ready to pounce on any miscue and hold it up to the world as proof of the disaster they predicted his papacy to be. 

The Left didn't wait long. No less a critic than John Cornwell, famous for his depiction of Pius XII as anti-Semitic, announced that the pope's speech at the University of Regensburg has "set back relations with Islam several eras" (The Australian, September 18, 2006). Cornwell fails to mention how the 9/11 attacks with reports of terrorist pilots plowing into American targets while praying to Allah put a stain on Islam that will take "several eras" to remove.

Cornwell, not surprisingly, connects the pope's criticism of Islam with the U.S. President and the Prime Minister of Great Britain. He quotes from the spokesman of an extremist Muslim group, Hizb-ut-Tahrir, that the pope's comments "follow consistently negative, violent, and extreme descriptions of Islam: the use of the term Islamo-fascist by George W. Bush and evil ideology by Tony Blair…." Cornwell makes no attempt to dissociate himself from the opinion of this extremist group. Indeed, the Left would love to spin the present chaos in the Muslim world into an indictment of the three most important defenders of freedom in the Western world.

Try as they may, it will backfire. Here's why:

In my last Window, The Ten Things Republicans Must Do to Win the Religious Vote" (August 27, 2006), I included the suggestion that the religion of Islam, as a whole, should not be "demonized." Yet, the level of violence in response to the pope's speech, including public calls for his murder, do nothing but encourage our worst fears about the Islamic faith.

For example, what are the quantity and quality of the so-called "moderate Muslims?" They seem to be hiding in closets all over the world because their voices are not being heard. I've observed no public denunciations of Muslims burning Christian churches on the West Bank, the murder of an Italian nun in Somalia, or the death threats against the Holy Father.

The Muslim reaction to the Regensburg speech will only strengthen the Western world's resolve to confront the threat of radical Islam, whether it is best called fascistic or jihadist. It will reinforce the resolve of Bush, Blair, and their supporters to stay the course in the Iraq war and keep the pressure on Iran to cease its nuclear enrichment program.

Benedict XVI's basic point at Regensburg was that religion, whether Christianity or Islam, should not be spread by violence or conversion at the point of a sword. Such beliefs and practices, he argued, are contrary to God's nature. I don't know anyone who disputes his point, but there are thousands, evidently millions, who do. Why they believe that an authentic religious faith can be spread by force is a puzzle to me, but even more so is the desire to physically attack someone who publicly questions this teaching. The broader subject of the pope's lecture was faith and reason in modern culture, specifically how the role of reason has been diminished in religions such as Islam and Protestantism. None of the Protestants I know are calling for retribution, although they might disagree with the pope, believing his comments to be unfair and inaccurate. Of course, there was a time, several centuries ago, when Catholics and Protestants killed each other over just such theological disputes. We should remember that.

And we should also remember that a fight is brewing, with millions of Muslims who are not afraid to die. Unfathomably, they view the invitation to rational debate as the occasion for declaring a holy war on anyone who would question the tenets of their faith. (I feel a personal irony in saying this because the professor who first introduced me to the subject of the relationship between philosophy and religion at the University of Texas was a Muslim from Iran.)

Benedict XVI took the lid off the ugly truth about the threat of radical Islam and how that threat is supported by their concept of God. The god of radical Islam is nothing but, "I Am Who Wills," to emend slightly a line from the Book of Exodus. Now it's up to the Holy Father to find those leaders in the Muslim world, the kind who sat next to our Catholic negotiators in Cairo and Beijing, and defuse the time bomb that ticks ever faster.

God as Logos, Allah as Will - Father James Schall on Benedict XVI's Regensburg Address     
http://www.ewtn.com/library/ISSUES/zlogoswill.HTM  
Washington, D.C., October 3, 2006 (Zenit.org ZE06100323)

The "unreasoned" reaction to Benedict XVI's recent speech at the University of Regensburg has proved that his point needed much attention, says a U.S. scholar.
Jesuit Father James Schall, professor of political philosophy at Georgetown University, is author of "The Life of the Mind: On the Joys and Travails of Thinking" (ISI Books). He shared with ZENIT why he thinks the Regensburg lecture was liberating and imperative, and how the reaction to it highlighted the modern disconnect between faith and reason.
Q: At Regensburg, Benedict XVI highlighted the Christian understanding of God as Logos. How does the idea of God as Logos differ from an Islamic conception of God?
Father Schall: The Holy Father posed the fundamental question that lies behind all the discussion about war and terror. If God is Logos, it means that a norm of reason follows from what God is. Things are, because they have natures and are intended to be the way they are because God is what he is: He has his own inner order.
If God is not Logos but "Will," as most Muslim thinkers hold Allah to be, it means that, for them, Logos places a "limit" on Allah. He cannot do everything because he cannot do both evil and good. He cannot do contradictories.
Thus, if we want to "worship" Allah, it means we must be able to make what is evil good or what is good evil. That is, we can do whatever is said to be the "will" of Allah, even if it means doing violence as if it were "reasonable."
Otherwise, we would "limit" the "power" of Allah. This is what the Pope meant about making violence "reasonable." This different conception of the Godhead constitutes the essential difference between Christianity and Islam, both in their concept of worship and of science.


Q: Your newest book is entitled, "The Life of the Mind: On the Joys and Travails of Thinking." In what way is the life of the mind a participation in the Logos of God?
Father Schall: Aquinas says that truth is the "conformity of the mind with reality." This means that a reality exists that we do not ourselves make. It is a reality that cannot be "otherwise" by our own will. It also means that God established what is, not we ourselves. Thus, if we are to know the "truth," which is what makes us "free," it means that we know what God created, is what it is. We rejoice to know the truth that we did not make. The wonder of what is, elates us.If Allah is pure will, then anything that is, can be the opposite of what it is, so that nothing really is what it is. It can always be otherwise.


Q: Is Benedict XVI's discussion of "faith and reason" different from John Paul II's encyclical "Fides et Ratio"?
Father Schall: I am not aware of much difference. "Fides et Ratio," as I tried to show in my book, "Roman Catholic Political Philosophy," is itself a defense of philosophy. But it recognizes that faith is also a guide to philosophy. Not all philosophies reach the reality that is.
Both Pontiffs are concerned that faith directs itself to reason and that reason is a reality that is not invented by the human mind. We did not fabricate the mind we have that thinks. We are to use it. We invent neither it nor reality.
Both Popes hold philosophy to be possible and available to every person. But they also recognize that some philosophies cannot defend either faith or reality. This is the problem with the "voluntarism" of classical Islamist philosophy. This same philosophy exists in the West, as Benedict indicated.
Indeed, the Regensburg lecture was directed as much at the West as at Islam on this score. Those who justify abortion follow the exact same philosophical position that the Pope saw in the medieval Muslim thinker from Cordova.


Q: Benedict XVI argued that the synthesis of Hellenistic and Hebrew thought is present as early as the Old Testament wisdom books, but reaches its fullest expression in the Gospel of John. Why is this position important for the Church in what Benedict XVI calls the "dialogue of cultures"?
Father Schall: The fact that Benedict referred to a "dialogue of cultures" shows that he had more than the West and Islam in mind; China and India are also in his scope. The Pope is clear that the command to Paul to go to Macedonia was itself providential. Indeed, like John Paul II's trip to Poland, Benedict's visit to Regensburg is providential. Both aimed at the crucial problem of our time. We forget that the papacy is not just another human power, though it is also human. It is uncanny how the contemporary world, to its own surprise, continually finds itself watching the papacy.
The Pope says that reason is now also an element of faith. He does not mean that it ceases to be reason. That is why he, as a Pope, gave a "lecture," whose only public claim was its own intrinsic reasonableness. Of its very nature, a lecture demands not passion but reason to grasp what it says.
When within days after the lecture, storms swelled all through the Islamic world, with lots of objections in the West -- including in Catholic circles -- it was clear that Benedict's address was not read for what it said.
It was not translated immediately into Arabic in leading Muslim papers. Most read only snippets in the West. The spirit of an academic lecture, to present the truth of what is, was violated. The Muslim world, I suspect, is beginning to have second thoughts about its unrestricted reaction to this address. Its actual reaction did not prove the Pope was "insensitive" or "insulting." Rather it proved that his point needed much attention, just as he intended.

Q: Benedict XVI's speech was also a criticism of the Western world; it should have found many receptive ears among Muslims. Yet, the speech has been widely criticized and denounced, proving the point the Pope was trying to make about reason for the dialogue of cultures. Does this spell doom for Benedict XVI's project?
Father Schall: My own opinion is that Benedict was not surprised by these reactions. Indeed, I suspect it is precisely this unreasoned reaction that has made his point so clearly that no sane mind can deny it. It was a point that had to be made.
It could not have been made by the politicians, who in fact did not make it even when they needed it. Politicians talked about "terrorists," as if a more fundamental theological problem was not at issue. Until this deeper issue was spelled out, which is what the Regensburg lecture was about, we were doomed. This address is probably one of the most liberating addresses ever given by a Pope or anyone else. As its import sinks in, those who were unwilling to consider what it was about will find themselves either embarrassed -- if they are honest -- or more violent, if they refuse the challenge of reason. Make no mistake about it: This address illuminated, more than anything that we know, the problems with a modernity based on an explicit or implicit voluntarism that postulated that we could change the world, our nature, our God according to our own wills.


Q: The Western media have often taken Benedict XVI's words out of context and stoked the flames of Islamic aggression. How does the cultural dominance and hostility to the Church by the mass media affect its ability to participate in the dialogue of cultures?
Father Schall: There can be no "dialogue" about anything until the basic principles of reason are granted both in theory and practice. Chesterton remarked on the fact that those who begin to attack the Church for this or that reason, mostly end up attacking it for any reason. What is behind the attack on reason or the refusal to admit that God is Logos is already a suspicion that the Church is right about intellect and its conditions. We have no guarantee that reason will freely be accepted. Von Balthasar said that we are warned that we are sent among wolves. We are naive to think that Christ was wrong when he warned us that the world would hate us for upholding Logos and the order of things it implies.
But Benedict is right. He has put the citizens of world on notice that they are also accountable for how they use or do not use their reason. No one else could have done this. The fact is, the world has wildly underestimated Benedict XVI precisely because it would not see the ability he displays in getting to the heart of intellectual things. In the end, all of this is about "the life of the mind." Both reason and faith tell us so. 

Spanish bishop says dialogue not possible with extremists 
http://www.cathnews.com/news/610/29.php
Two European bishops have drawn a line in the sand over Muslim reaction to Pope Benedict's controversial Regensburg remarks with a Spanish bishop saying it is not possible to dialogue with the "most belligerent strain of extreme Islam".
Writing in the Mainz Archdiocesan weekly newspaper, Cardinal Karl Lehmann (pictured), head of the German Catholic Bishops Conference, said demands and threats from Muslim critics, based on a misinterpretation of the Pope's recent comment about Islam, must cease if fruitful dialogue is to be reinitiated, Catholic News Agency reports.
Accusing Muslim critics of mounting a campaign against the Pope following a 26 September call issued by the 56-nation Organisation of the Islamic Conference for Pope Benedict to retract his Regensburg statement, the Cardinal writes that "these open or hidden threats have to stop."
"Obviously we have to start at square one because we're not talking here about important contents of a necessary dialogue, but about the fundamental requirements for one to succeed," the Cardinal wrote.
"There is freedom of religion and speech in our civilisation. The Pope can also be criticised. But there are elementary rules that apply for factual and fair contacts with each other and with clear statements," he wrote. "One cannot constantly repeat completely unfounded misunderstandings when the texts are so clear," the Cardinal added. A week ago, the German Catholic Bishops Conference also issued a statement saying that "the Catholic Church and many people in our country and around the world, who respect and defend the right of free speech, will not be bullied".
In a further sign that European bishops are hardening their positions, Bishop Jesus Sanz of Huesca and Jaca, Spain, wrote in a pastoral letter this week that it is not possible to dialogue "with the most belligerent strain of extreme Islam - nor similarly with any terrorist group - much less establish any accord".
Bishop Sanz argued that "alliances between some heterogeneous civilisations are impossible, and the best-case scenario is only that there will be mutual respect, but nothing more". The Spanish bishop noted that the Pope's intention was "to encourage us to soar with those two wings of faith and reason; to soar above our past errors or our present narrow-mindedness". "The Pope has only said what any good, sensible person who loves freedom and truth would say," Bishop Sanz emphasised. "That religion and violence do not mix, but religion and reason do", because "faith and reason are like two wings on which the human spirit is lifted toward the contemplation of the truth".
"However, when faith becomes irrational or reason arrogantly closes itself to the mysterious, "violence in name of a false faith becomes possible, making God an accomplice of every kind of barbarism, or making the ideology of race or nation the pretext for every kind of political, economic or cultural totalitarianism. Such examples abound," he said.
Source
German prelate says Vatican-Muslim dialogue must start from scratch (Catholic News Agency, 5/10/06) 
Dialogue with extreme Islam not possible, says Spanish bishop (Catholic News Agency, 5/10/06) 

On God, Violence and the Bible - Interview with Father Rinaldo Fabris 
http://www.truegate.org/news/view_news.php?id=1213  
Rome, October 5, 2006 (Zenit.org ZE06100521) 

Though the Bible carries examples of the volatile mix of violence and religion, God's rehabilitation of the upright ultimately takes place with the peaceful resurrection of Jesus, says a scholar.
Father Rinaldo Fabris, president of the Italian Biblical Association, offered that view in this interview.
ZENIT approached him on the occasion of the 39th National Biblical Week, promoted by the Italian Biblical Association and held at the Pontifical Biblical Institute. The theme of the Sept. 11-15 event was "Violence in the Bible."
Q: During a lesson in Regensburg, Benedict XVI condemned the jihad because it is contrary to reason and to God. What is your opinion?
Father Fabris: If the jihad, mentioned several times in the Koran, coincides with the "holy war," that is, an armed struggle against adversaries -- infidels or apostates -- justified and carried out in the name of God, it is obvious that the jihad is contrary to religious faith, which presupposes free adherence to God. It is contrary to the Christian image of God, revealed by Jesus Christ, who took human violence upon himself and deactivated it with his death on the cross, confronted with the highest act of filial fidelity to God and extreme solidarity with the human condition. However, in the Islamic interpretation of the Koran, the jihad is not only a holy war but above all commitment and effort against evil in all its manifestations.

Q: Muslim extremists invoke God when they carry out horrendous terrorist acts. Is it possible to kill in the name of God?
Father Fabris: In the case of so-called martyrdom […] it is a manifest and blasphemous manipulation of religious faith depending on a detestable gesture according to an ethical, personal and social approach. Acts of terrorism, as extreme and irrational violence, have always been justified in the name of nationalist, racist and, in societies with religious culture, also in the name of God.

Q: The Italian Biblical Association, which you head, has just concluded a congress on the topic of violence in the Bible. What were the reflections and conclusions?
Father Fabris: Attempting to summarize the contribution of the week's 13 lectures, followed with great interest by the 160 participants -- professors of sacred Scripture in theological faculties and institutes of religious sciences -- it can be said that violence in all its senses -- physical, social and moral -- is present in the biblical history recorded in the books of the Old and New Testament. It is a question of violence between men, beginning with Cain's crime, condemned as sin, but also of violence done in the name of God and of a violent image of God. The Bible speaks of the God of the armies and of the anger of God, who punishes the wicked inexorably with a judgment of condemnation. On the other hand, as the Second Vatican Council constitution "Dei Verbum," No. 12, states, in sacred Scripture God speaks to men in a human way.
Given that violence is part of humanity's historical experience, it is not surprising that it is found in the Bible, which is a mirror. In the debate of the Biblical Week, an attempt was made to understand the roots of violence according to the Bible, and if it is possible to deactivate it.
In this connection, the problem was addressed of the role of the law and of criminal law, which often do not succeed in containing violence, but become factors of new violence. Against this background, the paradoxical event of Jesus' death on a cross is situated, through which God enters into the human history of violence and takes charge of it.
This image of God is already present in some prophetic and sapiential texts of the Old Testament. Only with Jesus' resurrection does God rehabilitate the just man without causing further violence.

Q: Was the topic of "just war" also addressed during the congress? What can you tell us in this respect?
Father Fabris: In IBA's week of study and debate, the topic of war was not addressed directly, which has already been amply treated in biblical publications, where there is talk of the "sacred" or "holy" war.
The latter is present in the Bible and in the whole of the ancient Middle East. It implies the "herem" -- the sacrifice -- of enemies, namely, the elimination of enemies in the name of God.
The just-war category, starting with some reflections of St. Augustine, was elaborated at the time of Charles V's wars, in the 16th century, by some Spanish jurists who indicated the conditions for a war to be just and legitimate.
In the wake of the experiences of the two World Wars and in the present situation of globalized terrorist violence, the theory of the just war not only is exceeded but it is dangerous.
It is preferable to speak of the right-duty of the legitimate defense of persons and human societies, by taking recourse to means and methods that do not cause other forms and situations of violence. 


John Paul II, Benedict XVI and Islam 
http://www.the-tidings.com/2006/1006/difference.htm
October 6, 2006

Throughout the recent controversy over Pope Benedict XVI's remarks on faith and reason at Regensburg University, attempts have been made to drive a wedge between Benedict and his papal predecessor.  

The Arabic satellite TV network, Al-Jazeera, for example, ran a series of cartoons featuring a John Paul-figure releasing peaceful doves; the doves are then shot down by Benedict from the roof of the Bernini colonnades surrounding St. Peter's. The last images in the series have John Paul weeping, head in hands, while Benedict, holding a smoking shotgun, smirks. 

All of which is silly and vulgar, of course. But it isn't that far from the views expressed by some Catholics, lamenting what they allege to be the drastic difference between Wojtyla's and Ratzinger's views of Islam. 

John Paul II was a master of the public gesture; but to read from his public gestures of respect for Islamic piety an agreement with Islam's understanding of God, man and moral obligation is to make a grave mistake. 

The 1994 international bestseller, "Crossing the Threshold of Hope," was John Paul II's most personal statement, a summary of his convictions about faith, prayer, the papal mission, other world religions, and the human future. As such, it has a special claim on our attention as an expression of Karol Wojtyla's views, which were honed by an acute intelligence and a long experience of the world. 

One section of "Threshold" is devoted to Islam; in it, John Paul expressed his respect for "the religiosity of Muslims" and his admiration for their "fidelity to prayer." As the late pope put it, "The image of believers in Allah who, without caring about time or place, fall to their knees and immerse themselves in prayer remains a model for all those who invoke the true God, in particular for those Christians who, having deserted their magnificent cathedrals, pray only a little or not at all."

But do these expressions of respect suggest, as NPR's Sylvia Poggioli did, that, unlike Benedict XVI, John Paul II put Islam "on the same plane" as Catholicism? Hardly. Here, again, is the authentic voice of John Paul II, from "Crossing the Threshold of Hope":

"Whoever knows the Old and New Testaments, and then reads the Koran, clearly sees the process by which it completely reduces Divine Revelation. It is impossible not to note the movement away from what God said about himself, first in the Old Testament through the Prophets, and then finally in the New Testament through His Son. In Islam, all the richness of God's self-revelation, which constitutes the heritage of the Old and New Testaments, has definitely been set aside.

"Some of the most beautiful names in the human language are given to the God of the Koran, but He is ultimately a God outside of the world, a God who is only Majesty, never Emmanuel, God with us. Islam is not a religion of redemption. There is no room for the Cross and the Resurrection. Jesus is mentioned, but only as a prophet who prepares for the last prophet, Muhammad. There is also mention of Mary, His Virgin Mother, but the tragedy of redemption is completely absent. For this reason not only the theology but also the anthropology of Islam is very distant from Christianity." 

In other words, there isn't a millimeter of difference between John Paul II's substantive evaluation of Islam and Benedict XVI's. John Paul II was a master of the public gesture; but to read from his public gestures of respect for Islamic piety an agreement with Islam's understanding of God, man and moral obligation is to make a grave mistake. John Paul II would have completely agreed with Benedict XVI's critique, at Regensburg, of a theology that reduces God to pure will, a remote dictator who can command the irrational (like the murder of innocents) if he chooses. 

And, like Benedict XVI, John Paul II knew that such misconceptions can have lethal public consequences, because all the great questions of the human condition, including political questions, are ultimately theological. 

Benedict XVI bears the burden of the papacy at a historical moment in which religiously-warranted irrationality is a lethal threat to the future of civilization. He and his predecessor have the same view of the sources of that irrationality. 

George Weigel is a senior fellow of the Ethics and Public Policy Center in Washington, D.C.

Islam a great religion, says Benedict in corrected Regensburg text 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/610/43.php 
October 10, 2006
Recognising the "understandable indignation" aroused by his Regensburg lecture last month, Pope Benedict has released a corrected version in which he now explicitly acknowledges his respect for the Koran as the Holy Book of a "great religion".
The BBC reports that the Pope expresses his respect for Islam in new footnotes to his lecture and also corrects the actual text of his lecture. In his lecture exploring the relationship between faith, reason and violence, the Pope had quoted a 14th Century Byzantine Christian emperor, Emperero Manuel II Paleologos who said the Prophet Mohammed had brought only "evil and inhuman" things. 
The emperor's words Pope Benedict quoted were: "Show me just what Muhammad [sic] brought that was new and there you will find things only evil and inhuman, such as his command to spread by the sword the faith he preached."
During his original delivery, Benedict had said "I quote" twice to stress the words were not his and added that violence was "incompatible with the nature of God and the nature of the soul".
However, this was not sufficient to prevent strong offence being taken in the Muslim world.
In the new version of his text, Pope Benedict makes it clearer that he finds the "brusqueness" of the emperor's words "unacceptable". In the footnote, the Pontiff acknowledges that in the Muslim world the quotation was unfortunately taken as his personal view, arousing "understandable indignation". In the Muslim world, this quotation has unfortunately been taken as an expression of my personal position, thus arousing understandable indignation," the Pope writes in the new footnote. "I hope that the reader of my text can see immediately that this sentence does not express my personal view of the Qur'an, for which I have the respect due to the holy book of a great religion. In quoting the text of the Emperor Manuel II, I intended solely to draw out the essential relationship between faith and reason. 

On this point I am in agreement with Manuel II, but without endorsing his polemic," the Pope added.
He also now qualifies Manuel's comments as being of "startling brusqueness" that we now "find unacceptable"
The Pope has already expressed his regret over the misunderstanding on several occasions.
Source: Vatican 'clarifies' Pope speech (BBC News, 9/10/06) 
Error in pairs 
http://blog.newadvent.org/2006/10/error-in-pairs.html 
October 10, 2006

On the 1274th anniversary of the Battle of Tours…
A few months after the cartoon controversy, things are heating up again in Denmark. A group of thugs from the "Danish People's Party" released a video designed to insult Muslims and Muhammed. The video made it to YouTube and television news, enraging Muslims worldwide, and the situation threatens to get much worse in the coming days.
So whose side should we take? C.S. Lewis has the best answer in the form of a warning:
The Devil always sends errors into the world in pairs — pairs of opposites. And he always encourages us to spend a lot of time thinking which is the worse. You see why, of course? He relies on your extra dislike of the one error to draw you gradually into the opposite one. 
In the early Church, it was Nestorianism vs. Monophysitism. In the last century, it was Communism vs. Nazism. And in 2006 — and probably in 2056 — it's Islam vs. Secularism.
Those who especially dislike Secularism might be tempted to forget that Islam, whenever it is ascendant or dominant in a culture, reveals an unusually thin-skinned, violent, and repressive nature. (If you don't believe me, go count the number of churches in Saudi Arabia, and multiply it by the number of critics who actually read Pope Benedict's Regensburg address in its entirety.) Those who especially dislike Islam might be tempted to excuse the toxicity of our own secularized culture, especially when it displays its contempt for women (contraception and pornography) or innocent children (divorce and abortion). (Awful as it is, terrorism pales by comparison to infanticide.) They might too easily dismiss the importance of our good Muslim friends in the battle for God's rights.
Don't despair, though. C.S. Lewis also remind us of the solution:
Do not let us be fooled. We have to keep our eyes on the goal and go straight through between both errors.
In other words, orthodoxy. Straight through between both errors, by the grace of Christ and the guidance of His Church. If we can master that, and learn how to announce the Gospel to each side, we'll be well equipped to handle the current Danish situation, and to serve God in the coming Dramatic Century that it foreshadows.

Rector Takes On Regensburg Challenge - Promotes Rationality of God in Catholic Universities 
http://cantate-domino.blogspot.in/2006/10/rector-takes-on-regensburg-challenge.html  
Rome, October 11, 2006 (Zenit.org ZE06101101)
The very existence of Catholic universities shows that God cannot be irrational, said the rector of Regina Apostolorum university and the European University of Rome, on opening the academic year. In the homily of the Eucharistic celebration on Monday, Legionary of Christ Father Paolo Scarafoni explained the task of Catholic Universities, taking up the challenge launched by Benedict XVI in his address at the University of Regensburg on Sept. 12.
Father Scarafoni considered appropriate first and foremost, as an institution, "to state our closeness and communion with the Holy Father." "Goodness and charity go together with truth, and we cannot think of concealing for a long time what must be said, and pretend that something is true when it is not. We cannot call good what objectively goes against the most elemental human dignity and the truth of things," said Father Scarafoni.
For the rector, "it is important to unveil the falsehood of the concept of an irrational God, following which one can calmly justify instigation to the use of violence; and the falsehood of the concept of a science that has artificially excluded from its research and questions the most fundamental one on God and on the total truth, and on the meaning of life."
He continued: "Both the fanatic posture that does not listen to reason, as well as the partiality of reason that does not wish to be subjected and to respond to the total truth, end by falling into the use of physical force, precisely because they have no reasons, they do not have arguments to speak to men's spirit, they have no confidence in guiding to the recognition of truth, which liberates, which make one happy. "They try to impose themselves by force, threats and seduction."
Father Scarafoni said that "one of the most important actions that must occupy the Church and Christians today, and all men of good will, is dedication to culture and formation, based on the roots that have given life to the best human values ever expressed by humanity." 

Islamic hackers hit Vatican site-- unsuccessfully 

http://www.thegatewaypundit.com/2006/10/islamic-hackers-exorcised-by-vatican/ 
Vatican, October 13, 2006 (CWNews.com) 

Islamic computer hackers tried to disrupt the Vatican web site earlier this week, but failed, according to a report in the ANSA news service. In an online forum for militant Muslims, a group announced plans for an assault on the Vatican computer network, which was said to be a form of retribution for Pope Benedict's criticism of Islam in his Regensburg speech. Police later confirmed that there had been a concerted effort by hackers to penetrate the Vatican site, but computer-security experts were able to detect and repel the attack. 
The nature of the attempted attack was not clear. Some observers in Rome believed that the Islamic group was planning a "denial of service" attack, in which a web site is bombarded with many thousands of simultaneous visits, overloading the available bandwidth and making it impossible for others to reach the site. 


In fact the Vatican site has functioned normally, with minimal noticeable slowdowns, through the week. Vatican security personnel are remaining vigilant in case of another effort by the hackers.

Muslim attackers vanquished by Michael 

http://home.newadvent.org/2006/10/muslim_attacker.html
By Kevin Knight, October 16, 2006
No, not St. Michael the Archangel. Michael is the name of the firewall, or security computer, at the Vatican website. (They also have servers named Gabriel and Raphael. I think I detect a theme here.) According to a report from Catholic World News, it's been busy lately: "Islamic computer hackers tried to disrupt the Vatican web site earlier this week, but failed,
according to a report in the ANSA news service."
In an online forum for militant Muslims, a group announced plans for an assault on the Vatican computer network, which was said to be a form of retribution for Pope Benedict's criticism of Islam in his Regensburg speech. Police later confirmed that there had been a concerted effort by hackers to penetrate the Vatican site, but computer-security experts were able to
detect and repel the attack. Vatican security personnel are remaining vigilant in case of another effort by the hackers. On second thought, maybe the vanquisher was St. Michael the Archangel after all.

Muslim scholars engage Benedict in dialogue 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/610/75.php 

Church Resources CathNews, October 16, 2006
Thirty-eight Muslim scholars from around the world have delivered an unprecedented open letter to Pope Benedict pointing out errors in his Regensburg speech last month but expressing appreciation for the Pontiff's clarifying comments and expression of regret over the misunderstandings of his text.

Aljazeera reports that the signatories to the open letter delivered on Sunday to the papal nuncio in Jordan said: "we must point out some errors in the way you (the Pope) mentioned Islam as a counterpoint to the proper use of reason, as well as some mistakes in the assertions you put forward in support of your arguments". The scholars' letter also focused on perceptions of forced conversion, jihad versus holy war and the relationship between Christianity and Islam. But those who signed the letter, including the Grand Muftis of Egypt, Russia, Kosovo, Oman and Istanbul, also said they appreciated the Pope's personal expression of sorrow over his citing of anti-Islamic quotes by a 14th-century Byzantine emperor.
The scholars also said that by following the Koranic precept of debating "in the fairest way," they hoped to reach out so as to increase mutual understanding, re-establish trust, calm the situation for the sake of peace and preserve Muslim dignity. 
Islamica magazine, which published the letter on its website, said since signatories of all eight schools of thought and jurisprudence in Islam, including a woman scholar, are represented in the letter it "is unique in the history of interfaith relations." Mohammed Samiullah Khan, managing editor of the magazine, said: "It was unprecedented that all these scholars came together. "It took time, of course, to work out the text and get the right response. It obviously couldn't happen overnight. But we think it addresses the Pope's speech in a very constructive way.
"The initiative was taken by the scholars themselves, there was a large group of scholars who felt a correct response needed to be made and collectively they formulated the letter. It must be emphasised that this was a collaborative effort."
The letter points out that "holy war", referred to in the speech, is a term that does not exist in Islamic languages.
It says it should be emphasised that Jihad means struggle, and specifically struggle in the ways of God. This struggle may take many forms, and although this includes the use of force, it does not necessarily mean war.
With regard to perceptions of "forced conversion", the scholars say that the argument that Muslims are commanded to spread their faith "by the sword", or that Islam was largely spread "by the sword", does not hold up to scrutiny.
It points out that while as a political entity Islam was spread partly as a result of conquest, the greater part of its expansion came as a result of preaching and missionary activity. Moreover, Islamic teaching did not prescribe that conquered populations be forced or coerced into converting.
The Age adds that the letter also acknowledged that some Muslims used violence "in favour of utopian dreams", but said this went against Islamic teaching and specifically condemned the murder of the Italian nun in Somalia.
The scholars also chided Benedict for basing his view of Islam on books by two Catholic writers, saying Christians and Muslims should "consider the actual voices of those we are dialoguing with, and not merely those of our own persuasion".
In his speech the Pope cited the emperor's assertion that "anything new" brought by the Prophet was "evil and inhuman," such as the alleged command to spread by the sword the faith he preached.
The scholars state that what the emperor failed to realise, aside from the argument above that no such command existed anyway in Islam, "is that the Prophet never claimed to be bringing anything fundamentally new and that according to Islamic belief, all the true prophets, preached the same truth to different peoples at different times."
The laws may be different, says the letter, but the truth is unchanging. However, the signatories said that they appreciated the Pope's assurance that the words of the emperor cited did not reflect his personal opinion. In another report, however, Aljazeera says that 500 people attended a memorial service on Thursday for Iraqi Orthodox priest, Fr. Amer Iskender, after his decapitated body was found in an industrial area of the northern city of Mosul on Wednesday.


The relatives of a Christian priest who was kidnapped and beheaded in Iraq have said that his Muslim captors had demanded his Church condemn the Pope's recent comments about Islam and pay a US$350,000 ransom.
"He was a good man and we all shed tears for him ... He was a man of peace," said Eman Saaur, a 45-year-old schoolteacher who said she attended Iskender's church regularly.
Source 

Scholars raise 'errors' in pope speech (Aljazeera, 15/10/06) 
Muslims fault Pope's Islam observations (The Age, 16/10/06) 
Muslim clerics reach out to Pope (BBC News, 15/10/06) 
Iraq priest 'killed over pope speech' (Aljazeera, 14/10/06) 
The Regensburg Effect: The Open Letter from 38 Muslims to the Pope
http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/90182%26eng%3Dy.html 
Instead of saying they are offended and demanding apologies, they express their respect for him and dialogue with him on faith and reason. They disagree on many points. But they also criticize those Muslims who want to impose, with violence, “utopian dreams in which the end justifies the means” by Sandro Magister 
Rome, October 18, 2006

One month after his lecture at the University of Regensburg, Benedict XVI received an “open letter” signed by 38 Muslim personalities from various countries and of different outlooks, which discusses point by point the views on Islam expressed by the pope in that lecture. 
The letter came to pope Joseph Ratzinger through the Vatican nunciature in Amman, to which it was delivered by one of the signatories, prince Ghazi bin Muhammad bin Talal, special advisor to the king of Jordan, Abdullah II. 
The complete text of the letter, in English, has been available since Sunday, October 15, on the website of “Islamica Magazine,” a periodical published in the Unites States that holds the copyright to this document. 
The letter is followed by the names and roles of the 38 main signatories, who may be joined by others. 

The authors of the letter welcome and appreciate without reservation the clarifications made by Benedict XVI after the wave of protests that issued from the Muslim world a few days after the lecture in Regensburg, and in particular the speech that the pope addressed to ambassadors from Muslim countries on September 25, and also the reference made by cardinal secretary of state Tarcisio Bertone, in a note issued on September 16, to the conciliar document “Nostra Aetate.” 
And not only that. They condemn with very strong words the assassination that took place in Somalia, in Muslim Mogadishu, of sister Leonella Sgorbati, thereby linking this to the protests that were at their peak at the time: 
“We must state that the murder on September 17th of an innocent Catholic nun in Somalia – and any other similar acts of wanton individual violence – 'in reaction to' the lecture at the University of Regensburg, is completely un-Islamic, and we totally condemn such acts.” 
The authors of the letter appreciate Benedict XVI’s desire for dialogue and take very seriously his theses. “Applaud” pope's “efforts to oppose the dominance of positivism and materialism in human life,” while contest him on other points, adding their reasons for their opposition. 
In this sense, the letter signed by the 38 goes towards what the pope meant to accomplish with his audacious lecture in Regensburg: to encourage, within the Muslim world as well, public reflection that would separate faith from violence and link it to reason instead. Because, in the pope’s view, it is precisely the “reasonableness” of the faith that is the natural terrain of encounter between Christianity and the various other religions and cultures. 
A first point on which the letter from the 38 Muslims “reasons” with Benedict XVI concerns sura 2:256 of the Qur’an: “There is no compulsion in religion.” The authors of the letter assert that Mohammed formulated this commandment, not when he found himself “powerless and under threat” – which the pope maintains as “probable” in his lecture – but when he was in a position of strength, in Medina. And that he intended by this to appeal to Muslims, whenever they conquered a territory, “not to force another’s heart to believe.” 
A second point on which the letter dwells concerns the transcendence of God. That Muslim doctrine holds that God is “absolutely transcendent,” as the pope asserts, is in the judgment of the 38 signatories “a simplification which can be misleading.” The eleventh-century Muslim author to whom the pope refers - Ibn Hazm - is in their view “a worthy but very marginal figure, who belonged to the Zahiri school of jurisprudence which is followed by no one in the Islamic world today.” It is not true – they write – that “the will of God is not bound to any of our categories,” that the God of Islam is a “capricious” God, and far less so that he could delight in bloodshed. God has many names in Islam, and his “clemency and mercy” have the greatest prominence: they are present in the sacred formula that the Muslims recite every day. 
The third point is the use of reason. The authors of the letter write that Islamic thought has always wanted to avoid two extremes: the first is that of raising up analytic reason as the arbiter of truth, and the other is that of denying the capacity of the human intellect to address the ultimate questions. There is – they write – a harmony between the questions of human reason and the truths of Qur’anic revelation, “without sacrificing one for the other.” 
The fourth point is holy war. The 38 signatories of the letter recall that the word “jihad” properly means “struggle in the way of God,” which is not necessarily war. Even Christ used violence when he chased the merchants from the temple. They sum up in this way Islam’s three “authoritative and traditional” rules on war: 
– civilians are not approved targets; 
– religious creed alone cannot make a person the object of an attack; 


– Muslims can and must live peacefully beside their neighbors, although the legitimacy of self-defense and the maintenance of sovereignty remain valid principles. 
So if some Muslims – they write – have ignored such well-established teaching on the limits of war, preferring to this “utopian dreams where the end justifies the means, they have done so of their own accord and without the sanction of God, His Prophet, or the learned tradition.” 
The fourth point taken into consideration is forced conversion. As a political reality – write the authors of the letter – Islam certainly did spread in part by military conquest, “but the greater part of its expansion came as a result of preaching and missionary activity.” The commandment of the Qur’an, “no compulsion in religion,” must always hold true: the fact that some Muslims disobey this is “the exception that confirms the rule.” “We emphatically agree that forcing others to believe – if such a thing be truly possible at all – is not pleasing to God.” 
The fourth point: the “new” – and moreover “evil and inhuman” – things that Mohammed is imagined to have brought, according to Byzantine emperor Manuel II Paleologus as cited by Benedict XVI in the lecture in Regensburg. The 38 authors of the letter object that, according to Islamic doctrine, even before Mohammed “all the true prophets preached the same truth to different peoples at different times: the laws may be different, but the truth is unchanging.” 
The sixth point discussed: the “experts.” The authors of the letter refuse to acknowledge as reliable experts on Islam the scholars cited by Benedict XVI in the Regensburg lecture: Theodore Khoury and Roger Arnaldez. In order for a true religious and intercultural dialogue to be established – as the pope appealed in Cologne in August of 2005 – they issue a call to “listen to the actual voices of those we are dialoguing with, and not merely those of our own persuasion.” 
The seventh and last point: relations between Christianity and Islam. The authors of the letter point out that the tremendous following of the two religions – more than 55 percent of the world population – makes it such that the relationship between them is a decisive factor for peace. In Benedict XVI, they recognize an exceptionally influential role “in the direction of mutual understanding.” They cite with appreciation the words dedicated to Islam in the declaration “Nostra Aetate” of Vatican Council II. They cite with appreciation the words dedicated to Islam in the address delivered by John Paul II in Morocco in 1999, in the stadium of Casablanca filled with young Muslims. 

And they express their hope “to continue to build peaceful and friendly relationships based upon mutual respect, justice, and what is common in essence in our shared Abrahamic tradition, particularly ‘the two greatest commandments’ in Mark 12:29-31: ‘The Lord our God is Lord alone! You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your soul, with all your mind, and with all your strength. The second is this: You shall love your neighbor as yourself. There is no other commandment greater than these’.” 
And here follows the alphabetic list of the 38 signatories, with their respective roles. It should be noted that they belong to many nations and to different currents of Islam – the Iranian ayatollah Muhammad Ali Taskhiri, for example, is a Shiite: 
1. Abd Allah bin Mahfuz bin Bayyah, King Abd Al-Aziz University, Saudi Arabia; former vice-president and minister, Mauritania 
2. Muhammad Said Ramadan Al-Buti, dean of Department of Religion, University of Damascus, Syria 
3. Mustafa Cagrici, grand mufti of Istanbul, Turkey
4. Mustafa Ceric, grand mufti and head of ulema of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
5. Ravil Gainutdin, grand mufti of Russia 
6. Nedzad Grabus, grand mufti of Slovenia 
7. Ali Mashhour bin Muhammad bin Salim bin Hafeez, imam of the Tarim Mosque and head of Fatwa Council, Tarim, Yemen 
8. Umar bin Muhammad bin Salim bin Hafeez, dean of Dar Al-Mustafa, Tarim, Yemen 
9. Farouq Hamadah, Mohammad V University, Morocco 
10. Hamza Yusuf Hanson, founder and director of Zaytuna Institute, California, USA 
11. Ahmad Badr Al-Din Hassoun, grand mufti of Syria 
12. Izz Al-Din Ibrahim, advisor for cultural affairs, prime ministry, United Arab Emirates 
13. Omar Jah, secretary of the Muslim Scholars Council, Gambia 
14. Ali Zain Al-Abideen Al-Jifri, founder and director of Taba Institute, United Arab Emirates 
15. Ali Jumuah, grand mufti of Egypt 
16. Abla Mohammed Kahlawi, dean of Islamic and Arabic Studies, Al-Azhar University, Egypt 
17. Mohammad Hashim Kamali, dean of the International Institute of Islamic Thought and Civilization, Malaysia 
18. Nuh Ha Mim Keller, Aal Al-Bayt Institute for Islamic Thought, Jordan; Shaykh in the Shadhili Order, USA 
19. Ahmad Al-Khalili, grand mufti of Oman 
20. Ahmad Kubaisi, founder of the Ulema Organization, Iraq 
21. Muhammad bin Muhammad Al-Mansouri, marja' of Zeidi Muslims, Yemen 
22. Abu Bakr Ahmad Al-Milibari, secretary-general of the Ahl Al-Sunna Association, India 
23. Abd Al-Kabir Al-Alawi Al-Mudghari, director-general of the Bayt Mal Al-Qods Al-Sharif Agency, former minister of religious affairs, Morocco 
24. Ahmad Hasyim Muzadi, chairman of the Nahdat Al-Ulema, Indonesia 
25. Seyyed Hossein Nasr, professor of Islamic studies, George Washington University, Washington DC, USA 
26. Sevki Omerbasic, grand mufti of Croatia 
27. Mohammad Abd Al-Ghaffar Al-Sharif, secretary-general of the ministry of religious affairs, Kuwait 
28. Muhammad Alwani Al-Sharif, head of the European Academy of Islamic Culture and Sciences, Brussels, Belgium 
29. Iqbal Sullam, vice general-secretary, Nahdat Al-Ulema, Indonesia 


30. Tariq Sweidan, director-general of the Risalah Satellite Channel, Saudi Arabia 
31. Ghazi bin Muhammad bin Talal, prince, chairman of the Aal Al-Bayt Institute for Islamic Thought, Jordan 
32. Muhammad Ali Taskhiri, ayatollah, secretary-general of the World Assembly for Proximity of Islamic Schools of Thoughts, Iran 
33. Naim Trnava, grand mufti of Kosovo 
34. Abd Al-Aziz Uthman Al-Tweijri, director-general of the Islamic Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, Morocco 
35. Muhammad Taqi Uthmani, vice president, Dar Al-Ulum, Karachi, Pakistan 
36. Muhammad Al-Sadiq Muhammad Yusuf, grand mufti of Uzbekistan 
37. Abd Al-Hakim Murad Winter, University of Cambridge, Divinity School, director of the Muslim Academic Trust, UK 
38. Muamer Zukorli, mufti of Sanjak, Bosnia 
It is worthwhile to recall that even the most authoritative leader of Shiite Islam, the Iraqi grand ayatollah Ali Al-Sistani, has expressed toward Benedict XVI the respect and attention that can also be found in the letter of the 38. And he did this much sooner. In the most violent days of the anti-papal protest that exploded in the Muslim world, representatives of Al-Sistani visited on two occasions the secretary of the Vatican nunciature in Baghdad, Monsignor Thomas Hlim Sbib, to express his friendship toward Benedict XVI and his desire for a meeting with him in Rome. 

The complete text of the letter from the 38 Muslims to Benedict XVI, on the website of “Islamica Magazine”: 
Open Letter to Pope Benedict XVI 
The complete text of the lecture by Benedict XVI in Regensburg, in its definitive edition enhanced with bibliographical notes: 
Faith, Reason and the University: Memories and Reflections 
The first extensive reasoned critique of the papal “lectio” made by a Muslim theologian and philosopher, Aref Ali Nayed, previewed on October 4 by www.chiesa: 
Two Muslim Scholars Comment on the Papal Lecture in Regensburg 
Its complete version on the English website www. masud.co.uk: 
A Muslim’s Commentary on Benedict XVI’s “Faith, Reason and the University: Memories and Reflections” 
The site www.masud.co.uk also hosts an analysis of the first year of Benedict XVI’s pontificate, written by one of the 38 signatories of the letter described above, Abd Al-Hakim Murad Winter. It is interesting to note the harmony between some of his criticisms and those of the Catholic anti-Ratzinger currents of “liberal” stamp: 
Benedict XVI and Islam: the first year 
Another of the 38 signatories of the letter, Seyyed Hossein Nasr, a professor at George Washington University, a Shiite and a member of an important Iranian family directly descended from Mohammed, is the father of Vali Nasr, author of the book "The Shia Revival," released this year in the United States and presented in this article from www.chiesa: 
From Lebanon to Central Asia, the Rise of Shia Muslims 
Ibn Hazm, the eleventh-century Muslim author cited by Benedict XVI in Regensburg, whom the 38 authors of the letter judge as a “very marginal figure” and “followed by no one,” is instead a central figure as a theologian, philosopher, legal expert, and poet in this book by Khaled Fouad Allam, an authoritative Italo-Algerian Muslim scholar, issued in the past few days in Italy: 
Khaled Fouad Allam, “La solitudine dell'Occidente [The Solitude of the West],” Rizzoli, Milan, 2006, 216 pp. 
Jihad Finds a Strange Advocate: “La Civiltà Cattolica”

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/dettaglio.jsp?id=95604&eng=y
The authoritative magazine publishes a shocking editorial, in which its stance on Islam looks a lot like a surrender. It’s as if Benedict XVI had never delivered the lecture in Regensburg.
By Sandro Magister, Rome, November 8, 2006 

The recent October edition of “La Civiltà Cattolica” – the authoritative magazine of the Rome Jesuits printed with the supervision and authorization of the Vatican authorities – opens with a jaw-dropping editorial on Islam. The editorial furnishes a very detailed and alarming description of fundamentalist and terrorist Islam, behind which “there are great and powerful Islamic states”: an Islam aiming at the conquest of the world and fostered by violence “for the cause of Allah.” But it does this without even the slightest note of criticism of this nexus of violence and faith. 
And it is as if this nexus were an inescapable reality, against which the West and the Church should do little or nothing: little at the practical level – it’s enough to look over the scant measures against terrorism that are recommended – and nothing at the theoretical level. 
Above all, it is as if Benedict XVI hadn’t even delivered, last September 12, his lecture in Regensburg. 
In it, Pope Joseph Ratzinger aimed precisely at liberating the faith – every faith – from ties to violence, and at uniting it indissolubly with reason instead: the objective is a positive and constructive dialogue between Christianity and other cultures and religions, including Islam. 
But the editorial in “La Civiltà Cattolica,” for its part, seems like a manifesto of multicultural theories. Islam is the way it is, and it must be accepted as such. But let’s take a closer look at what “La Civiltà Cattolica” writes in its unattributed editorial entitled “Quale lotta al terrorismo? Cinque anni dopo l’11 settembre 2001 [What sort of war against terrorism? Five years after September 11, 2001].” 

The editorial acknowledges that after September 11, 2001, “acts of terrorism have increased.” 
This “recrudescence” of Islamist terrorism – in the judgment of “La Civiltà Cattolica” – is mainly a “consequence” of the wars waged by the United States in Afghanistan and Iraq. That the Holy See considered the war in Iraq a mistake is well known. But the editorial in “La Civiltà Cattolica” goes so far as to establish a general rule. It writes that any war against “countries that harbor, finance, or train terrorist groups” is always “a serious political error.” 
And it explains its assumption this way: 
“The reason is simple: the military invasion of an Islamic country, like Afghanistan or Iraq, is considered by the entire Islamic umma [nation] as a grave offense against Allah, because this is a negation of its rights and a usurpation of its authority, which is expressed in sharia. 
“From this arises the necessity, for fundamentalist Islam, of the ‘armed struggle’ (al-jihad bi-l-saif) against those who attack an Islamic state with the pretext of turning it into a ‘democratic’ state. An Islamic state, according to radical interpretation, is ‘theocratic’ by nature; that is, it is ruled only according to the Qur’an and the Sunna, and thus, according to the extremists, it cannot be ’democratic’, much less ’secular’, nor can it fail to declare Islam the ‘state religion’. The Universal Islamic Declaration, approved in 1980 by the Islamic Council of Europe, says: ‘The subjection of Muslim peoples and the occupation of their lands in some parts of the world is for us a matter of grave concern. The most painful of these is the usurpation and occupation of the holy city of Jerusalem (al-Quds). It is the sacred right of the umma to mobilize all its forces and to fight ceaselessly to free Jerusalem and all the other Muslim lands. The Muslim countries consider aggression against one of them as aggression against the entire Muslim world’. 
“One thus understands how the ‘aggression’ against two Muslim countries – Afghanistan and Iraq – has mobilized the radical Islamic movements, driving them to undertake ‘armed action for the cause of Allah’ (jihad fi sabil Allah), which the Western ‘crusaders’ call ‘terrorism’, but which, for the radical Muslims, is a dutiful action in defense of the rights of God and of the ‘House of Islam’ (Dar al-islam). This defense is an individual ‘duty’, which every Muslim must undertake to the point of sacrificing life when an Islamic country is attacked by the Jews or by the ‘crusaders’; it can also require his own death, which, undertaken for the ‘cause of Allah’ and in the defense of his own rights, is properly a ‘martyrdom’, which opens the gates of paradise (suras 3:140 and 191; 9:111; 61:12-13). 
“Finally, one must take into account that, for the radical Islamic movements, the West with its libertarian and hedonistic lifestyles exercises a very strong influence on the Islamic masses, and on young people in particular. For this reason, their fear is that the West could contaminate Islam and make it ‘misbelieving’ and ‘corrupt’. For the radical Islamic movements, the West represents a very serious – even deadly – threat against the very survival of Islam. This prompts the effort both to ‘re-Islamize’ the Muslims who have emigrated to Western countries and prevent them from integrating within Western society, absorbing ideology contrary to the letter and spirit of Islam, and to fight the Islamic countries that are ‘friends’ of the United States and Europe.” 
Further on, the editorial in “La Civiltà Cattolica” specifies that the ideology described above “is not shared by all Muslims, and not even by the great majority of them.” But in any case, it emphasizes the great influence of this: 
“On one side, behind the terrorist ideologies inspired by the Muslim Brotherhood of al-Banna and al-Qutb, by Jama’at-i-Islami of Mawdudi, and by Salafiyya are great and powerful Islamic states, which are interested in combating the West; and on another, there is a strong aversion against the West. 
“It must not be forgotten that, according to Muslim thought, the West appropriated Muslim territories in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, exploiting their resources; above all, it has sought to spread among the Islamic peoples its own religion, its own political institutions, and its own lifestyles, at the expense of the Islamic religion and its political institution, the caliphate. This has constituted a fitna (temptation, trial) for the faith of Islamic peoples, and must be wiped out, according to the fundamentalists, with a struggle against the West and with its subjection to Islam.” Fortified by their religious ideology – “La Civiltà Cattolica” furthermore notes – the terrorist Islamic organizations “succeed in recruiting many young people of high cultural and social status and of deep religious faith, inducting them into the ‘armed action for the cause of God’ and making them ‘combatants for God’ (mujahideen) to the point of the sacrifice of life.” 
In conclusion, the editorial in “La Civiltà Cattolica” establishes in five points “what to do to combat terrorism effectively,” once war has been excluded. 
First: “create bonds of friendship and collaboration [with Islam] in order to solve today’s great problems and establish a serene and trusting intercultural dialogue.” 
Second: “avoid political and military gestures that could appear as actions meant to combat, humiliate, and deride the Islamic peoples. In particular, a fair solution must be sought for the volatile Israeli-Palestinian question, which, according to the viewpoint shared by the entire Islamic world, is a serious wound, because the West has appropriated and given to the Jews an Islamic territory that is ‘sacred’ to Allah and belongs to Muslims ‘by divine law’ until the end of time. It is true that some of the Palestinian authorities and people are willing to accept the existence of the state of Israel, but it can also be recalled that the statute of Hamas, from August 18, 1988, says in article 15: ‘When enemies usurp a piece of Islamic land, jihad becomes an individual obligation (that is, a personal obligation that cannot be sidestepped) for every Muslim. In the face of the usurpation of Palestine on the part of the Jews, we must raise the banner of jihad’. This can require, not suicide – which is prohibited by Islam – but ‘martyrdom’, which, unlike suicide (held to be an egotistical act), is an altruistic action, carried out to defend the honor of Allah and the trampled-down rights of Islam: it is a ‘religious’ action which Allah repays with paradise.” 

Third: “abandon the idea of forcing Islamic peoples to accept democracy, understood in the Western sense, because, insofar as this is founded upon popular suffrage as its source of authority, it denies, according to the fundamentalists, the absolute authority of Allah over the ‘believers’, and derives the force of the laws from popular consensus. For Islam, Allah is the source of the laws, which are divine laws, revealed to Mohammed and codified in the sharia. It can certainly be hoped that the democratic system may spread throughout Islamic countries, but this must take place with the consensus and at the initiative of the Islamic peoples themselves, in respect for their culture and their values.” 
Fourth: “favor police measures, and above all those of intelligence.” 
Fifth: deprive terrorism “of the extensive financing it currently enjoys: this financing comes from the major Islamic banks, from the ritual alms (zakat) collected in the mosques, from some oil companies, and from Islamic NGO’s.” 
So says the editorial in “La Civiltà Cattolica” on how to oppose the Islamic offensive. If defeating one’s enemy requires, in the first place, knowing who he is, the editorial is perfect: it describes the logic of violence present in Islam – both the terrorist and fundamentalist sort, and that of the entire umma – with scientific precision. 
But it describes this logic of violence so well as to practically agree with it on everything. It does so to the point of denouncing those Muslims who deviate from orthodox doctrine. The paragraphs on Israel are exemplary: those Palestinians who accept its existence should know that “the viewpoint shared by the entire Islamic world” is the contrary, and that Hamas and its “martyrs” represent this much more consistently; Israel must be uprooted from a land that “ belongs to Muslims ‘by divine law’ until the end of time.” 
The passages on democracy are also indicative. “La Civiltà Cattolica” says that this should not be imposed upon Islamic peoples, but “hopes” that they may adopt it on their own initiative. But in another passage, the same editorial maintains that democracy is incompatible with Islam. An earlier editorial from February 2, 2004 even describes it as “offensive to the Islamic community.” 
The idea of cutting off financing to terrorist groups also seems contradictory. After it has argued, for pages and pages, that the Muslim world is inviolable and must not be touched, it is incomprehensible how in the last lines “La Civiltà Cattolica” could propose forcible intervention in the mosques and in the charitable associations of the “crescent moon,” from which this financing is thought to come. 
But the most glaring contradiction is in the first of the five final points, where “La Civiltà Cattolica” invokes “a serene and trusting intercultural dialogue” with Islam. 
If this editorial is an example of dialogue, in reality this is a counter-example. 
In nine pages, there isn’t even a single line, not a single word subjecting to criticism “according to reason” the striking plexus of faith and violence described as existing in today’s Islam. 
In Regensburg, Benedict XVI did this with rare courage. 
“La Civiltà Cattolica” – which by statute should reflect the pope’s thought and argue on its behalf – doesn’t even refer to him. Nor could it have done so in an editorial which, in the Islamic world, can be interpreted only as an act of surrender. 
A link to the magazine of the Rome Jesuits – with a special connection to the Holy See – in which the editorial cited above was published, in the October 21, 2006 edition: La Civiltà Cattolica 
The sequel to Regensburg from another angle, that of the critical and self-critical dialogue between Christianity and Islam set in motion by the “lectio” of Benedict XVI”: 
The Church and Islam: A Sprig of Dialogue Has Sprouted in Regensburg (30.10.2006) 
The Regensburg Effect: The Open Letter from 38 Muslims to the Pope (18.10.2006) 
Two Muslim Scholars Comment on the Papal Lecture in Regensburg (4.10.2006)

What Happened to “God’s Rottweiler”? Analyzing Benedict’s prayer with Ratzinger’s criteria 

http://ncrcafe.org/node/746 

By John L. Allen, Jr. National Catholic Reporter, Vol 6, No. 15, December 8, 2006
Whatever one makes of Pope Benedict XVI’s shift from a “red light” to a “yellow light” on Turkey’s candidacy for the European Union, it was actually not the most jarring discontinuity between Joseph Ratzinger the cardinal and Benedict the pope during the Turkey trip.

When Benedict XVI stood alongside Istanbul’s chief Islamic cleric, Imam Mustafa Cagrici, in the famed Blue Mosque on Nov. 30, praying silently in the direction of Mecca, those who know Ratzinger’s track record no doubt asked: What happened to the man who once worried that inter-religious prayer can mean “a concession to that relativism which negates the very meaning of truth?”

This was, after all, the same champion of Catholic identity who said of Pope John Paul II’s 1986 summit of religious leaders in Assisi to pray together for peace -- or, at least, of the way that event was understood in some circles -- “This cannot be the model!”

Jesuit Fr. Tom Michel, who served in the Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue from 1981 to 1994, and who was among the architects of the ‘86 summit, told me that he saw “no theological difference” between what happened in Assisi and Benedict’s moment of prayer alongside the imam in Istanbul.

Predictably, some Catholics were scandalized. Fox News commentator Fr. Jonathan Morris, a member of the Legionaries of Christ, wrote the next day that his in-box was “full of angry letters,” such as one exclaiming, “Islam is a false religion, Muhammad is a false prophet, and the Quran is anything but sacred. How dare the Pope lend credence to such heresy!” (Morris, by the way, was not necessarily endorsing that view, merely reporting it.)

We’ve reached an interesting moment indeed in Catholic affairs when such complaints could be hurled against the man once known as “God’s Rottweiler” for his ferocious defense of the faith. 

So, what gives? Was this a case of naked papal opportunism, a post-Regensburg lust for positive headlines in the Muslim world that swept aside doctrinal concerns? Has Benedict the pope “changed his spots” from Ratzinger the doctrinal czar? Or is there a sense in which what happened in Istanbul can be understood as consistent with Ratzinger’s earlier positions?

To answer that question, one has to review Ratzinger’s thought on prayer with followers of other religions. Probably the most complete treatment comes in his 2003 book, Truth and Tolerance. There, Ratzinger asserts it is “indisputable that the Assisi meetings, especially in 1986, were misinterpreted by many people.” By that, he meant that in some circles Assisi promoted a “one’s as good as another” view of religions which, in his view, amounts to relativism.

Nevertheless, Ratzinger goes on to say that it would be wrong to reject prayer with believers of other religions “completely and unconditionally”. He distinguishes between “multi-religious” prayer, when followers of different religions pray in the same context but separately, and “inter-religious” prayer, when they pray together. 

For multi-religious prayer to be acceptable, he said, two conditions have to be met: 

“Such multi-religious prayer cannot be the normal form of religious life, but can only exist as a sign in unusual situations in which, as it were, a common cry for help rises up, stirring the hearts of men, to stir also the heart of God.” 

“A careful explanation of what happens here and what does not happen is most important … [it] must make clear that there is no such thing as a common concept of God or belief in God … What is happening must be so clear in itself, and to the world, that it does not become a demonstration of that relativism through which it would nullify its own significance.” 

As for inter-religious prayer, Ratzinger expressed strong doubt that it’s even theologically possible. 

In the first place, he said, we would have to have the same concept of God -- “any confusion of a personal and an impersonal understanding, of God and the gods, must be excluded.” Second, there would have to be agreement on the content of prayer, and here Ratzinger suggested the Lord’s Prayer as a model. Finally, the whole thing would have to be arranged so as to make a “relativistic misinterpretation” impossible.

As pope, Benedict XVI returned to these concerns in a message he sent commemorating the 20th anniversary of John Paul II’s 1986 summit in Assisi.

“It’s important not to forget the attention that was given [in 1986] to ensuring that an inter-religious meeting not lend itself to syncretistic interpretations, founded on a relativistic conception,” Benedict said. “It’s obligatory to avoid inopportune confusions. When we come together for prayer for peace, the prayer must unfold according to the distinct paths that pertain to the various religions.”

It’s an interesting thought exercise to ask if Benedict understood his moment of prayer alongside the imam in the Blue Mosque as an instance of “multi-religious” or “inter-religious” prayer, as he defined the terms in 2003. Given his doubts about the latter, one presumes he saw it as a “multi-religious” act, meaning separate prayer in the same context. It was obviously not “separate” in a physical or temporal sense, yet because it was non-verbal, each man could pray according to the distinctive beliefs of his own creed.

Certainly, the visit to the Blue Mosque would fit Benedict’s criterion of an “unusual situation.” This was, after all, only the second time a pope has entered a mosque, and hence is hardly likely to become “the normal form of religious life.”

Yet if this was “multi-religious prayer” according to Ratzinger’s standards, where, one might fairly ask, was the “careful explanation” which Ratzinger said must always be part and parcel of such events? 

The lone comment offered by Benedict XVI at the end of his visit was, “Thank you for this moment of prayer.” The only additional statement from a Vatican official came from Cardinal Walter Kasper, president of the Pontifical Council for Christian Unity, who accompanied Benedict to Turkey, and who spoke to Italy’s Sky TG24 immediately after the stop at the mosque.

“It was a recollection, a meditation, but this can be done. If it was a prayer, at least it was not an official prayer, it was not a public prayer, because this can’t be done,” Kasper said. 

With all due respect to Kasper, widely recognized as one of the best theological minds in the church, it’s a bit of a stretch to say that something carried live on TV across much of the world was not “public.” (Perhaps what he meant is that this was not a liturgical act recognized by the church, as opposed to a private moment of devotion, however public that private moment actually was).

The pope discussed his visit to the mosque at greater length during his Dec. 6 general audience in Rome, describing it as an “initially unexpected” and “very meaningful” gesture that Divine Providence had allowed him to undertake. He characterized what happened as “a few moments of recollection in that place of prayer,” and suggested that he had addressed himself “to the one Lord of Heaven and Earth, the merciful Father of all humanity,” deliberately using imagery that Muslims could share. He said he hoped the act would lead “all believers to recognize themselves as creatures,” and said that it was “a witness to true fraternity.”

There was no caveat about relativism, no theological commentary on the limits of such “witnesses to true fraternity.”

Why the explanatory vacuum? The answer, at least implicitly, seems to be the following: This pope is his own gloss.

In other words, precisely because this was Joseph Ratzinger, it is difficult to imagine that the prayer at the Blue Mosque, at least on his side, had anything to do with a relativistic approach to religious belief. It was unnecessary to slap a warning label on the event saying, “Syncretism is hazardous to your faith,” because the mere presence of Ratzinger communicated in a flash all the doctrinal caveats that form part of his understanding of such events, including his criticism of the 1986 Assisi summit.

Had this been another senior Catholic official -- Cardinal Roger Etchegaray, for example, or Archbishop Michael Fitzgerald, both known for more irenic views on Islam and other religions generally -- fierce debate might have been unleashed about the theological meaning of the prayer, and one can imagine the Vatican issuing a “clarification” spelling out all the qualifications.

Yet this wasn’t Etchegaray or Fitzgerald. It was, instead, the very man who identified a “dictatorship of relativism” as the central challenge facing the church one day before his election to the papacy. 

None of this is to suggest that the prayer didn’t come as a surprise, given Ratzinger’s background. (In fact, prior to the pope’s own comment exiting the mosque, the press corps traveling with him had been locked in fierce debate over whether to characterize what had happened as “prayer” or “meditation.”) But it was precisely that background which, one imagines, emboldened Benedict to accept the invitation to pray, assuming that it would be seen in the context of the totality of his life and thought.

If only Nixon could go to China, in other words, perhaps only Benedict could pray in the Blue Mosque … at least without explaining it to death.

“Habemus Papam.” Twenty Months Later, a Portrait 

http://www.chiesa.espressonline.it/dettaglio.jsp?id=103921&eng=y
Benedict XVI doesn’t seek applause, he doesn’t harangue the crowds, but he’s still extremely popular. He himself has explained his secret: it is “obedience to the truth, not to the dictatorship of popular opinion”.
By Sandro Magister, Rome, December 12, 2006 
Twenty months after his election as pope, Benedict XVI has become a case study on a worldwide level. One indication along these lines is found in the portrait in words and images given in the book “Benedict XVI, the Dawn of a New Papacy,” recently published in both Italian and English. 
The volume is published by White Star, a publishing group associated with the National Geographic Society. 
Its creators are a great Italian photographer, Gianni Giansanti, already famous for his photographs of John Paul II, and the Rome bureau chief of “Time” magazine, Jeff Israely. Israely writes, in part: 
“The actions of his predecessor amazed the entire world. Benedict XVI, however, makes news with the force of his prose. But his words do not represent a pure intellectual exercise: they are a manifestation of his faith and humanity. In the messenger, the message is made visible.” 
This is the same view that was printed in “L’Espresso” in a portrait of pope Joseph Ratzinger published on the eve of his trip to Turkey: “John Paul II dominated the stage. Benedict XVI offers the crowds his bare words. But he is careful to direct attention toward something beyond himself.” 
But much more than this must be said and specified, in order to grasp the distinctive profile of the current pope. 
Here follows the portrait of Benedict XVI published in edition no. 47 of “L’Espresso,” November 30, 2006: 
Benedict XVI, a Pope Armed with “Purity” by Sandro Magister 
The numbers speak. Benedict XVI is the most popular pope in history, if by people one understands those whom he draws like a magnet to St. Peter’s Square each Sunday for the Angelus and each Wednesday for the general audience, from Rome and from all over the world. 
Attendance is routinely more than twice that seen by his predecessor, John Paul II, who in his turn had shattered all the records. But the most amazing thing is the relationship between the demand and what is on offer. The winning product that Benedict XVI offers to the crowds is made of nothing but his plain words. 
At the Angelus, two times out of three pope Joseph Ratzinger explains the Gospel of that Sunday’s Mass to an audience that includes people who don’t go to church every week – and some who don’t go at all. He explains this with simple words, but these demand and receive attention. There is an impressive silence in St. Peter’s Square when he is speaking. And at the end of the very short homily, he immediately begins the Angelus prayer, without even a momentary pause. This is his effective means of preventing an outbreak of applause. This does happen, but at the end of the entire ceremony, at the moment of the greetings in the various languages. 
As pope, Benedict XVI doesn’t give an inch to the preconceptions that were formed about him as a cardinal. He doesn’t thunder condemnations, he doesn’t hurl anathemas. He reasons staunchly, but serenely. His criticisms against modernity or against the “pathologies” that he sees even within the Church are fully elaborated. That is part of the reason why he has practically silenced Catholic progressivism: not because this has turned friendly toward him, but because it is not able to reply to him with arguments of similar persuasive power. 
Benedict XVI does not at all demonstrate a sense of inadequacy in comparison with his predecessor. He doesn’t imitate him in any way. John Paul II didn’t so much walk as process solemnly. Pope Ratzinger goes straight to the finish with rapid strides. John Paul II dominated the stage. Benedict XVI is careful to direct attention toward something beyond himself. 
The nighttime vigil with the million young people who came to Germany in August of 2005 remains a memorable occasion. It was the first major media event that the new pope had faced. For minutes on end that seemed like an eternity, Benedict XVI remained in silence, on his knees, in front of the consecrated host placed upon the altar. But this didn’t put the young people ill at ease. It did ruffle the television directors and commentators, who didn’t know any longer what they could say or do to fill up the “void” with which the pope had deflated all the built-up hoopla. 
He is the first pope theologian in the Church’s history. 
But he knows how to teach theology even to ordinary people – and even to children. One of the communication devices that he has come up with is the question-and-answer session with the most varied audiences. He did this even with the tens of thousands of children who had recently received first communion, 9 years old on average, gathered in St. Peter’s Square. A boy asked him: “My catechist told me that Jesus is present in the Eucharist. But how? I can’t see him!” The reply: “Yes, we don’t see him, but there are many things we don’t see that exist and are essential. For example, we don’t see our faculty of reasoning. But we have reason all the same.” 
Benedict XVI opened a daring maneuver with the theme of reason. It was upon the relationship between faith and reason that he centered the address that became the most famous and controversial of the first year and a half of his pontificate: the “lectio magistralis” he delivered at the University of Regensburg on September 12, 2006. 
It isn’t a stretch to say that Ratzinger is a herald of the Enlightenment, because he himself has declared that he wants to take up the defense of Enlightenment principles in an age in which few remain to defend reason. Those who expected to find in the former head of the former Holy Office a fideist paladin of dogma have been given their just deserts. For him, it is not only Jerusalem, but it is also the Athens of the Greek philosophers that is at the origin of the Christian faith. 
Benedict XVI is not afraid of leveling severe criticism against the religions, beginning with Christianity, precisely in the name of reason. He wants a mutual relationship of oversight and purification to be established between reason and religion. He dedicated two thirds of his lecture in Regensburg to criticizing the phases in which Christianity detached itself from its rational foundations. 
The lecture in Regensburg is not the only text that Benedict XVI has written personally, without listening to the experts who certainly would have expurgated these writings. Even the address on the Holocaust that he delivered in Auschwitz and Birkenau was entirely his. And this, too, promptly drew disagreements and polemics – political and theological, from Jews, secularists, and Christians. As pope, Ratzinger often acts with a recklessness that no one expected from him. 
And he explained the reason for his speaking “in season and out of season” last October 6, in a homily to the thirty scholars of the international theological commission: 
“In this context, a beautiful phrase from the First Letter of St Peter springs to my mind. It is from verse 22 of the first chapter. The Latin goes like this: ‘Castificantes animas nostras in oboedentia veritatis’. Obedience to the truth must 'purify' our souls and thus guide us to upright speech and upright action. In other words, speaking in the hope of being applauded, governed by what people want to hear out of obedience to the dictatorship of current opinion, is considered to be a sort of prostitution: of words and of the soul. The ‘purity’ to which the Apostle Peter is referring means not submitting to these standards, not seeking applause, but rather, seeking obedience to the truth. And I think that this is the fundamental virtue for the theologian, this discipline of obedience to the truth, which makes us, although it may be hard, collaborators of the truth, mouthpieces of truth, for it is not we who speak in today's river of words, but it is the truth which speaks in us, who are really purified and made chaste by obedience to the truth. So it is that we can truly be harbingers of the truth.” 
That’s just how Benedict XVI is. He feels himself to be so closely girded with this armor of “purity” that he fears no contamination. He scandalized some when he received in private audience at Castel Gandolfo the combative Oriana Fallaci. But one year later he wanted to meet also with Henry Kissinger, the most realistic of the followers if Realpolitik. The prince of the anti-Roman theologians, Hans Küng, has been another of his surprise guests. Benedict XVI simply isn’t the type to be frightened by a dispute, a satire, or a fatwa. 
The volume on pope Joseph Ratzinger published by White Star: Gianni Giansanti, Jeff Israely, ”Benedict XVI, the Dawn of a New Papacy”, White Star Publishers, Vercelli, Italy, 2006, 176 pp.

Pope: Faith-Reason Split Is "Schizophrenia" - Calls It Today's Greatest Challenge 
https://zenit.org/articles/pope-faith-reason-split-is-schizophrenia/  
Vatican City, January 28, 2007 

Benedict XVI has billed the healing of the cultural "schizophrenia" that separates faith from reason as one of today's most important challenges. The Holy Father made these comments today before reciting the Angelus with the thousands gathered in St. Peter's Square, on the calendar day that normally would be the liturgical memorial of St. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274), "a great doctor of the Church."
The saint's "charism of philosopher and theologian offers a valid model of harmony between reason and faith, dimensions of the human spirit, which are fully realized when they meet and dialogue," the Pope said. Quoting St. Thomas, Benedict XVI said that "human reason ... 'breathes,' that is, it moves on a wide, open horizon in which it can experience the best of itself."
Poor in faith However, the Holy Father said, "When man limits himself to think only of material and experimental objects, he closes himself to the questions of life, about himself and about God, impoverishing himself." "The relationship between faith and reason is a serious challenge for the present prevailing culture in the Western world," the Pope said. Therefore, continued the Pontiff, "our beloved John Paul II wrote an encyclical, which was entitled precisely 'Fides et Ratio' -- 'Faith and Reason.'" "I also took up this argument recently, in the address to the University of Regensburg," Benedict XVI said, in reference to the address that sparked violent reactions from the Muslim world for some of its comments on Islam.
The Pope said: "The modern development of the sciences brings countless positive effects, which must always be acknowledged. "At the same time, however, it must be admitted that the tendency to consider true only that which can be experienced constitutes a limitation for human reason and produces a terrible schizophrenia, evident to all, because of which rationalism and materialism, and hypertechnology and unbridled instincts, coexist."

The Holy Father continued: "It is urgent, therefore, to rediscover in a new way human rationality open to the light of the divine 'Logos' and to its perfect revelation that is Jesus Christ, Son of God made man.
"When Christian faith is authentic it does not mortify freedom or human reason; then, why should faith and reason be afraid of one another, if on meeting one another and dialoguing they can express themselves in the best way?"
A patrimony "Faith implies reason and perfects it, and reason, illuminated by faith, finds the strength to rise to knowledge of God and of spiritual realities," the Pontiff said. "Human reason loses nothing when it is open to the contents of faith; what is more, the latter calls for its free and conscious adherence." According to the Pope, the "Christian synthesis between reason and faith ... represents a precious patrimony for Western civilization, to which recourse can be taken also today to dialogue effectively with the great cultural and religious traditions of the East and South of the world."
The Holy Father appealed to "Christians, especially those in the academic and cultural realm" to "be more able to express the reasonable character of their faith and to witness to it with a dialogue inspired by love." 

On the Faith-Reason Synthesis - "A Precious Patrimony for Western Civilization" 
https://zenit.org/articles/on-the-faith-reason-synthesis/
Vatican City, January 28, 2007 
Here is the Vatican translation of the address Benedict XVI delivered today before reciting the midday Angelus with several thousand people gathered in St. Peter's Square.
Dear Brothers and Sisters:
The liturgical calendar remembers today St. Tomas Aquinas, great doctor of the Church. With his charism of philosopher and theologian, he offers a valid model of harmony between reason and faith, dimensions of the human spirit, which are fully realized when they meet and dialogue. According to the thought of St. Thomas, human reason, to say it as such, "breathes," that is, it moves on a wide, open horizon in which it can experience the best of itself. Nonetheless, when man limits himself to think only of material and experimental objects, he closes himself to the questions of life, about himself and about God, impoverishing himself.
The relationship between faith and reason is a serious challenge for the present prevailing culture in the Western world, and it is precisely for this reason that our beloved John Paul II wrote an encyclical, which was entitled precisely "Fides et Ratio" -- "Faith and Reason." I also took up this argument recently, in the address to the University of Regensburg.
In reality, the modern development of the sciences brings countless positive effects, which must always be acknowledged. At the same time, however, it must be admitted that the tendency to consider true only that which can be experienced constitutes a limitation for human reason and produces a terrible schizophrenia, evident to all, because of which rationalism and materialism, and hypertechnology and unbridled instincts, coexist.
It is urgent, therefore, to rediscover in a new way human rationality open to the light of the divine 'Logos' and to its perfect revelation that is Jesus Christ, Son of God made man. When Christian faith is authentic it does not mortify freedom or human reason; then, why should faith and reason be afraid of one another, if on meeting one another and dialoguing they can express themselves in the best way? Faith implies reason and perfects it, and reason, illuminated by faith, finds the strength to rise to knowledge of God and of spiritual realities. Human reason loses nothing when it is open to the contents of faith; what is more, the latter calls for its free and conscious adherence. With an amply extended wisdom, St. Thomas Aquinas established a prolific confrontation with the Arabic and Jewish thought of his time, in such a way that he is considered as an always-present teacher of dialogue with other cultures and religious. He knew to introduce this Christian synthesis between reason and faith that represents a precious patrimony for Western civilization, to which recourse can be taken also today to dialogue effectively with the great cultural and religious traditions of the East and South of the world.
Let us pray so that Christians, especially those in the academic and cultural realm, are more able to express the reasonable character of their faith and to witness to it with a dialogue inspired by love. We ask this gift of our Lord through the intercession of St. Thomas Aquinas, and above all Mary, Seat of Wisdom. 

Public Reason and the Truth of Christianity - Bishop Crepaldi Examines the Teachings of Benedict XVI https://zenit.org/articles/public-reason-and-the-truth-of-christianity/ 
Vatican City, March 10, 2007 
Here is an essay written for ZENIT by Bishop Giampaolo Crepaldi, secretary of the Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace and the director of the Cardinal Van Thuân International Observatory, on the teachings of Benedict XVI on the role of reason and Christianity in the public square.
Public reason is human reason that believes it can attain, through dialogue and research, certain truths about man and, in particular, about man in society. Public reason is certainly a critical reason, but is also a constructive reason that is not only capable of achieving the "consensus" of opinions, but can also attain the truth and the good of man in society for which it has a cognitive and an arguing ability. The ability to understand the foundations of the dignity of the person, the main elements of the common good, the inalienability of human rights, justice, the meaning of individual freedom and of community ties, all depend on the possibility of a public reason. The primary problem of public reason is to determine if it is possible and, secondarily, whether it is self-sufficient, or whether it needs a relationship with religion and, in particular, with the Christian religion. Benedict XVI has addressed this topic on several occasions and in different places, talking on the one hand of the truth of reason and, on the other, of the truth of religions. 


The public use of reason and relativism Public reason is not possible in a culture that is dominated by the "dictatorship of relativism,"[1] for a very simple reason: Relativism is a dogma and therefore it a priori rejects rational argumentation, even toward itself. Those with a taste for paradox could say that relativism is a fundamentalism.
On several occasions, Benedict XVI said that now it has become a dogma, or a presumption, and that it cannot be sustained if not through some sort of faith. [2] Hence, relativism rests upon blind faith. This is unquestionably contradictory because the words "dogma" and "relativism" are incompatible. The thing is that relativism becomes a faith in order to overcome its internal contradiction, only to fall into a new one. Relativism, in fact, cannot be argued; otherwise it would refer to a capability of reason to argue the truth. In this case, relativism would contradict itself because it would admit the possibility of non-relative truths. Thus, relativism can only be "dogmatically assumed." The "dictatorial" character -- in the cultural sense -- of relativism, prevents the use of public reason because it prevents the public use of reason. At this point, it could be interesting to go back to the writing where this public use was strongly proclaimed for the first time -- the short essay entitled "An Answer to the Question: What is Enlightenment?" written by Kant in 1784.
For Kant, reason has a public use that serves a critical purpose. To illustrate this public use, Kant especially dwells on the rational critique of religion, i.e. the complete freedom of citizens, indeed even the calling, "to impart to the public all of his carefully considered and well-intentioned thoughts concerning mistaken aspects of that symbol, as well as his suggestions for the better arrangement of religious and church matters."[3] Reason, with its own categories, claims to be the testing ground and the measure of faith and religion too. Why is a public reason to which Kant assigned such challenging tasks now reduced to relativism, which is incapable of critiquing not just religion, but even itself?
Public reason and the self-limitation of reason The reason lies in the "self-limitation" of reason, as Benedict XVI has suggested many times.[4] This self-limitation underpins the dogmatically blind assumption of relativism and its inability to play any kind of critical role. The faith in relativism can exist only when the scope of reason has been drastically limited.
The self-limitation of reason consists in its being reduced to mathematical-experimental [5] knowledge, i.e. a type of rationality that is incapable of founding even relativism. This type of knowledge -- the mathematical-experimental type -- simply has "no evidence" of relativism, nor can have any because it is not an empirically observable fact.
Relativism is a philosophy and not a fact, and its foundation would require a different kind of reasoning which, however, is excluded by self-limited reason. This is why relativism can only either be "implicit" -- lived and not justified -- or dogmatically "assumed" -- accepted, for example, by an act of faith. In this sense then, the "dictatorship of relativism" is the necessary conclusion of the "self-limitation" of reason. However, with relativism, the public role of reason fails.
Actually, this self-limitation was already present in Kant's thought. In the above-mentioned 1784 short essay he "pretended" to assign to reason the public role of critiquing even religion, but it was an incautious claim as his vision of reason was already confined to mathematical-experimental knowledge. This is why that claim has to be denied, however, while nevertheless rejecting it and showing how it leads to relativism. It must also be said that a different reason, a reason that can fully breathe, can play a public role and can also engage in some sort of critique of religion.
In 2004, Cardinal Ratzinger participated in a debate with philosopher Jurgen Habermas in Munich that focused exactly on the public role of reason. [6] On that occasion, he argued that if terrorism that is fuelled by religious fundamentalism is the symptom of a pathology of religion that must be corrected by reason, then in the same way the technical-scientific capability of producing human beings is the symptom of a pathology of reason that needs to be corrected by religion.
This is his conclusion: "There are extremely dangerous pathologies in religion that require us to consider the divine light of reason as a control mechanism ... there are also pathologies of reason that are not less dangerous … therefore reason has to accept warning as to its limits and must be willing to listen to the great religious traditions of mankind."[7] As we can see, he credits reason with the ability of "controlling" religion. Christianity, then, does not ask reason to shrink from its public role but to fully fulfill it; however, in order to do that, reason needs to rediscover its own greatness. Christianity wants a reason that is able to breathe and is willing to help reason do that. It wants to be "put to the test" by this reason. 


Philosophical relativism and religious relativism 

What are the repercussions of the dictatorship of relativism and of such a reductive vision of religions on the part of reason? The consequence of philosophical relativism can only be religious relativism: All religions are different and yet actually the same. They are irrational, they are the result of an unfounded choice, and thus they cannot be compared. 
Relativism, unfoundedly dogmatic, views religions as unjustified beliefs. Because it does so in an unfounded manner, it cannot demonstrate it, hence it simply "believes it." Relativism "believes" that religions are unfounded, thus they cannot be compared. In other words, it believes that religions have nothing to do with reason and truth. Then all religions are dogmatic, in the trivial sense of the word, i.e. in the sense of "accepted without evidence" (just like relativism, but relativism does not seem to be aware of that). In the current relativistic vulgate, in fact, the word dogma generically and superficially means "something that is accepted without evidence and thus in a dogmatic manner." Just as philosophical relativism deprives religion of a true public role, the corresponding religious relativism deprives religion from playing its public role. As we will see better later, the public role of reason and that of religious faith either stand together or die.
In this way, all religions are reduced to myth, i.e. to a way of exorcizing mysterious, bizarre and irrational forces. If religions are unfounded, it means that the divine forces they refer to are irrational and that arbitrariness rules the word. If the primordial forces are arbitrary, religion is a form of insurance against the repercussions of this imponderableness. Therefore religious relativism regresses to a kind of religious primitivism: religion is a way of exorcizing irrational forces. 


The critique of religion as myth of the Greeks and Israel 

To consider religion as something irrational, according to Benedict XVI, is entirely inconsistent with our whole Western and Christian history. In fact, both Greek thought and the Jewish religion, as well as Christianity, of course, rejected the vision of religion as myth and conceived religion as knowledge and God as Logos.[8]
Let us take a brief look at Greek thought. If we examine the Greek religions of "the mysteries" and even the Olympic religion, we find the characteristic features of the pre-rational myth: mysterious and unfathomable forces, arcane, obscure, underground impulses, the arbitrariness of the gods where the same human action can be either good or bad depending on the deity, man's struggle to placate divine wrath and exorcize these unforeseeable forces. Nevertheless, Ionian Physics search for the "Arché," which is the nomos that transforms a chaos into a cosmos, the Pythagoreans say that everything is measure and for Anaxagoras a distinct and highly noble pure Mind rules all things. In Plato's Euthyphro, Socrates asks Euthyphro what holiness is and when an action can be said to be holy. Euthyphro answers that holiness is that which is dear to the gods. However, Socrates notes that different things are dear to different gods and then asks the crucial question: "The holy is holy because it is dear to the gods or is dear to the gods because it is holy?" In the first case, the gods are arbitrary, in the second case they are connected with truth and good. As we can see, the issue raised by Benedict XVI in Regensburg, using a quotation from Manuel II Paleologus, emperor of Constantinople -- "not to act in accordance with reason is contrary to God's nature"[9] -- has deep and ancient roots. Socrates' question raises the issue of whether the gods are capricious and arbitrary like acrobats and jugglers or whether they follow the good and the truth. 
Euthyphro does not answer, but the path had been opened by Socrates and will be ratified by Plato: "The gods are not magicians who transform themselves, neither do they deceive mankind in any way" ("The Republic," II, 376 c). Therefore Greek philosophy detaches itself from myth and definitely turns to God as Logos. For Aristotle, the supersensible Substance is Intelligence that eternally grasps itself. The world has an order that is transparent to reason and reason can know it because the gods are rational and act according to truth, as Plato's Demiurge, who does not mould and shape things at random, but drawing inspiration from the truth of eternal forms.
If we look at the Jewish religion, we find the same path. [10] The "God of the Fathers" Israel looks to is not a local or a political god, he is not Baal nor Moloch. He is "he who is," he who existed before all powers and will continue to exist even after them. The God of Abraham is not fixed in one place but is everywhere. He is not linked to any specificity, he does not depend from a people, he does not even depend from the Temple, he does not need sacrifices. He is the Spirit of which the world is a reflection, he is the Spirit that is capable of creating matter. [11] Just as Greek philosophy surpasses itself and goes beyond its own religion of myth, the faith of Israel saves him from belonging to a people. 
For all these reasons, Benedict XVI said at Regensburg that there is a profound harmony between what is Greek in the best sense of the word and the biblical understanding of faith in God. 
Christianity was the ultimate synthesis of all this: For the Gospel of St. John, Jesus is the Logos, he is the spirit of God that created all things. Christianity does not borrow from the many religions of the time, the religions of the myth, but presents us with God-truth reconnecting directly with Greek thought and developing the experience of Israel. It relates "to that divine presence which can be perceived by the rational analysis of reality … In Christianity, rationality became religion."[12]
We believe that at the beginning of everything is the eternal Word, with Reason and not Unreason. [13] Justin (second century) believed that the Word had sown its seeds in Greek philosophy because what is true for reason comes always from the Word. Clement of Alexandria even thought that Greek philosophy had been a natural revelation of the Christian God. There was often the danger of sliding toward an irrational God but it has always been met and overcome by the authentic orthodox line that was embraced by the Church.
William of Ockham, in the 14th century, argued that God, in his omnipotence, could quite as well have created a diametrically opposite world. He, in his absolute power, could have given us one table of the law that was the exact opposite of the Ten Commandments. Ockham embraced and echoed many similar ideas that had already been expressed before and would be expressed again in later centuries, especially after the Protestant Reformation. They believed that a God who was subject to truth was not an omnipotent God. The point is this: Not even God can produce something that is intrinsically impossible. This is precisely what Ockham thought: To say that God cannot produce something that is intrinsically impossible would be to limit the divine freedom and omnipotence. Then came St. Thomas. His opinion is the following: "Whatever implies contradiction does not come within the scope of divine omnipotence, because it cannot have the aspect of possibility. Hence it is better to say that such things cannot be done, than that God cannot do them." Divine omnipotence is wise, not arbitrary and capricious. 


Christianity and the public use of reason 

Christianity, and especially Catholicism, cannot accept philosophical relativism, cannot be linked to philosophies that exclude the problem of the truth. This would mean to negate creation and the existence of a creative Spirit. For the same reason, the rational notion of "human nature," which is currently questioned, is not relinquishable. Therefore, Christian faith confirms and supports the rational search for truth and calls for a public role of reason that will also include the critique of religions. In fact, we cannot say that all religions relate to truth and reason in the same way as Christianity. They relate to truth and reason in a different manner, which is the same as saying that they are more or less rational and that they can more or less adequately support the public role of reason. This was the theme touched upon by the Holy Father at Regensburg. A God who preaches violence is not a rational God, because reason rejects violence as means of transmission of faith. What is not rational cannot come from the true God.


We see here a very important criterion for the evaluation of religions that, in some way, is new to our eyes. Religions are concerned with eternal salvation. Religious relativism says that as far as salvation is concerned, religions are incommensurable, it is not possible to establish which is the most rational. Religions, however, in addition to the promise of an eternal salvation, also say that it starts here on earth. [14]
If a religion teaches a way of life that is not righteous, it cannot be a true religion. Only when man has lost sight of the ability to know what is good and what is true, then all offers of salvation become the same. If we do not have any standards of right living, then all religions are the same. If the standards for right living are relativized, man remains trapped inside religions. Again, this demonstrates that religious relativism is founded on philosophical relativism. Cardinal Ratzinger points out that St. Paul (Romans 2:14ff) does not say that non-Christians will be saved by following their religion, but by following natural religion.
We have to always bear in mind that also the reverse influence is true as well: Religious pluralism in turn produces philosophical relativism. In fact, Benedict XVI reminded us that "The convergence of differences must not convey an impression of surrendering to that relativism which denies the meaning of truth itself and the possibility of attaining it."[15]
The common good and the truth of religions If it is possible to criticize religions starting from the reasons of man, then it must also be possible to criticize them starting from the reasons of man in society, [16] that is from a public religion. Then it becomes clear that not all religions are equally respectful of the good of man in society. It is also clear that the political power that seeks to organize society according to reason not only cannot relate to all religions in the same way, but should also cherish its obligations to the true religion. Of course, if the political power is based on the relativistic democracy, it will not feel any obligation in this regard. Relativism, in fact, can only express a procedural public reason. When the truth is replaced by the decision of the majority, culture is set against truth. The relativistic presumption leads to the tearing up of people's spiritual roots and the destruction of the network of social relationships. [17]
Relativism regards all religions as equivalent. It does so because it is incapable of engaging in a public critique of religions because for relativism common good cannot be rationally identified. By doing so, it precludes the possibility for the true religion to religiously support what men do to attain the common good. Here, too, we see a negative spiral. Relativistic democracy produces religious relativism and this strengthens ethical and social relativism.
All this happens when a society is no longer able to use public reason to criticize religions that proclaim polygamy, that incorporate the rite of physical mutilation, that do not respect the dignity of women, that preach violence or offer religious paths that depersonalize and hamper human reason and knowledge. How will our public reason be able to discern between religions if it loses sight of authentic humanity? 


The state, the Church and the problem of reciprocity 

The respective roles of state and Church are clear, in their complementary distinction, if we take the example of the so-called reciprocity. Benedict XVI has often stressed the importance of interreligious dialogue. He particularly focused on this issue during his trip to Turkey.
However, dialogue requires reciprocity without which there is no real dialogue. The problem is this: Who should demand such reciprocity, the Church or to the state? Not the Church, who must be guided by charity and truth. Her only duty toward the faithful of the other religions is to bear witness to the charity and the truth of Jesus Christ. On the other hand, reciprocity should guide the actions of the states that recognize elements of public truth in Christianity, i.e. a fundamental contribution to the common good. These states often acknowledge the contribution of Christianity to their history and to the formation of their cultural identity. This is extremely important: Acknowledging that their roots are grounded in Greek thought, in the Jewish religion and in Christianity is a crucial step for developing the awareness of their own identity. However, it is not sufficient because, unfortunately, the past can be forgotten and, given the rapid disenchantment of the new generations, it is possible to lose sight of the importance of Christianity even in the face of historical, artistic and cultural examples that bear witness to its civilizing function. Alongside the criteria of history and culture we also need the criterion of truth, i.e. of public rationality. This, then, will also foster appreciation for our history and the pride of our own identity. If, instead, we lose sight of the idea that Christianity expresses a truth that relates to the human being and that Christianity corresponds to authentic public reason more than other religious confessions, we also lose appreciation for our history and the pride of our identity. When Benedict XVI bitterly wondered if the West truly loved itself, [18] this is exactly what he meant: Does it truly love the truth it has inside itself? Interreligious dialogue is not founded on religious relativism or indifferentism. This is true for the Catholic religion, but is also true for a public reason that has not entirely surrendered to the dictatorship of relativism. By proclaiming the right to religious freedom, the Church has never meant to deny that Christianity is the true religion or that the state has obligations towards the true religion.
According to the declaration "Dignitatis humanae" of the Second Vatican Council, the right to religious freedom "leaves untouched traditional Catholic doctrine on the moral duty of men and societies toward the true religion and toward the one Church of Christ."[19] Now, from where does the state, which is secular, derive these obligations to the true religion?
Not from being a "Christian" state, but from reason, that is from the natural ability to see truths about man in society, from the ability to understand the common good. This also founds the ability to see that one religion consolidates and helps pursue humanization objectives while another contributes to the degradation of man. Christian religion has this claim, the claim of preaching a "God with a human face."[20]
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Calling the Media's Bluff - Questioning Coverage of Religious Topics 

https://zenit.org/articles/calling-the-media-s-bluff/ 

By Father John Flynn, Rome, April 8, 2007
Media and religion often have an uneasy relationship. It's not that journalists ignore religious topics, it's just that quality coverage is frequently lacking. Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone, the Vatican secretary of state, recently called certain discrepancies to the media's attention.
During an interview with a French magazine, the cardinal criticized how the press covers the Catholic Church, Reuters reported March 31. Often, he stated, the media concentrate on controversial subjects such as sex and abortion, while ignoring charitable work carried out by thousands of Catholic groups around the world.


"The Church's messages are subject to a type of manipulation and falsification by some Western media," said Cardinal Bertone. The cardinal also said that Benedict XVI's Regensburg address last September was falsely reported, with undue attention given to a quote by the Pope of what a Byzantine emperor said about Muslims. The speech was really a discussion of the role God plays in society. "Commentators who take phrases out of context in a misleading extrapolation are exercising their trade dishonestly," Cardinal Bertone said.
The cardinal also found fault with all the attention given to the Discovery Channel documentary "The Lost Tomb of Jesus." He said that the publicity given to such specious arguments weakens the faith of people.
The documentary, which aired March 4, is a case in point of how media reports can give a false impression of the facts. James Cameron, the film's director, said there was solid statistical evidence that the ossuary found in a Jerusalem suburb in 1980 may have contained the bones of Jesus and other family members, the Associated Press reported Feb. 26.
The extensive attention given by the media to the documentary was soon scrutinized. The Washington Post reported Feb. 28 that Biblical archaeologist William Dever said of the hype surrounding the documentary: "I just think it's a shame the way this story is being hyped and manipulated." "It's a publicity stunt, and it will make these guys very rich, and it will upset millions of innocent people because they don't know enough to separate fact from fiction."


Doubtful assumptions 

The allegedly solid statistical evidence behind the documentary came under scrutiny by Carl Bialik, who writes a column on statistics for the Wall Street Journal. In an article dated March 9, Bialik looked at the claim that finding a tomb with the names of Jesus and other family members was so statistically unlikely that it was proof that it was really the tomb of Jesus. The documentary's statistical claims were based on work by a University of Toronto statistician, Andrey Feuerverger. His work supposedly showed that there is just a one-in-600 chance that the names on the tomb would have come together in a family that didn't belong to Jesus of Nazareth.
But, Bialik pointed out, this calculation is based upon many assumptions. There are differences of opinion on how the inscriptions on the tomb should be interpreted. Choosing interpretations different from those of the documentary severely weakens the statistical proof that it was the tomb of Jesus, he said.
In addition to problems with the interpretation of the names, there is also only partial evidence regarding the frequency of these names in the population at the time. Ivo Dinov, assistant professor of statistics at the University of California, Los Angeles, told Bialik: "I wouldn't be comfortable coming up with a number like this, because the general audience will not understand that it is very, very subjective."
The documentary's alleged revelations form part of a pattern about media coverage leading up to Easter, explained Charlotte Allen, an editor at Beliefnet, in an opinion article the Los Angeles Times published March 4. "All these 'revelations' are part of a continuing cottage industry of constructing alternative versions of Christianity to the one we already have," commented Allen. Often the newly discovered "gospels" or other documents respond to a need by persons or groups to find an alternative doctrinal form that fits in with their personal ideas of how Christianity should be, she added.
"People who find notions of sin, salvation, atonement and an afterlife incredible or distasteful can banish them from their personal cosmologies by finding an ancient document where they are absent," noted Allen.

Further revelations 

As if on cue, a headline in the London-based Times newspaper reported March 21 that "Jesus was no miracle worker." The article reported on the content of the book written by Benjamin Iscariot, with Jeffery Archer and Francis Molony, entitled "The Gospel According to Judas." Times readers were assured that the book was "published with Vatican approval," and that it showed "Jesus did not turn water into wine, nor did he calm the storm on the Sea of Galilee or walk on water." As the Guardian newspaper pointed out in its March 21 report on the book, Archer is better known for writing novels, and recently served a prison term for perjury. Moreover, the article made it clear that the Vatican did not support the book. 
Speaking at the book's launch, Father Stepen Pisano, rector of the Pontifical Biblical Institute, said that his participation in the event did not mean "the institute, the Vatican or the Pope endorses this book."
More was to come as Easter approached. On April 3, just in time for Passover, the New York Times published an article arguing that there is no archaeological evidence for the exodus of Jews led by Moses from Egypt. Zahi Hawass, Egypt's chief archaeologist, reportedly said that the story of the Exodus is "a myth."
The context of the story by the New York Times was curious. Hawass was leading a group on a tour of a newly discovered fort in northern Sinai, and his comment on the Exodus came as a result of a reporter's question on the subject.
This remark, seemingly made in passing while presenting archaeological findings of a different nature, then became the basis for a 900-word article in the New York Times. Moreover, the article was notable for not including any contrasting opinion or reaction regarding the historical veracity of the Exodus.


Presenting the news 

Questions over media coverage also arise in the way events are presented and interpreted. An interesting case in point was how newspapers reported protests in Turkey to the Pope's visit last November.
A Nov. 27 report by a Spanish Web site that examines media coverage of the Church "La Iglesia en la Prensa" (The Press in the Church), looked at the difference in newspaper headlines in Spain and Italy.
During the visit, groups hostile to the Catholic Church and the presence of Benedict XVI organized a protest march. The Spanish papers highlighted the hostility to the Pope and the presence of thousands of protesters. 

By contrast, the Italian press headlines noted that the number of protesters was much lower number than the forecast numbers. Reports in the days previous to the protest spoke of up to a million people who would take to the streets. Only around 15 to 20 thousand actually turned up. The Spanish newspaper titles, nevertheless, deliberately ignored the failure of the protest.
The lesson here, as the Catechism of the Catholic Church says, is that "users should practice moderation and discipline in their approach to the mass media" (No. 2496). Those who make use of the mass media, it continues, "will want to form enlightened and correct consciences the more easily to resist unwholesome influences."
The Catechism rightly warns the faithful to guard against passivity regarding the media, and recommends being "vigilant consumers of what is said or shown." Given the recent behavior of the media regarding religion in the news, this is a wise recommendation for modern times. 

For a Renewed Interpretation of the Qur'an: The Lesson of a Great Islamologist
http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/dettaglio.jsp?id=145581&eng=y
Michel Cuypers applies to the sacred book of Islam the methods already applied to the Bible. The results are astonishing. For example, the most bellicose verses of the Qur'an do not "abrogate" the more tolerant and peaceable ones, as the proponents of holy war presume.
By Sandro Magister, Rome, June 4, 2007 
The 38 authoritative Muslims who signed, last October, the “Open Letter to His Holiness Pope Benedict XVI” in reply to his lecture on September 12 in Regensburg, have now grown to 100. 
Their names and their qualifications are presented at the foot of the “Letter,” in a prominent relaunching of it by “Islamica Magazine,” the quarterly edited in the United States and printed in Jordan that also handled its initial publication. 
The 100 belong to dozens of nations and to different currents of Islamic thought, Sunni and Shiite: an extremely rare occurrence. Among these is Aref Ali Nayed, two of whose essays in response to the lecture in Regensburg were previewed on www.chiesa, and who makes another contribution in the dossier dedicated by “Islamica Magazine” to the theses on faith, reason, and violence that Benedict XVI presented in Regensburg. 
Last May 11, Nayed held a “lectio” in Rome, at the Pontifical Institute of Arab and Islamic Studies (PISAI), on the topic of “compassion” as the first attribute of God in Islamic theology. In the past, Nayed – who holds a post at the University of Cambridge, and is an observant Muslim “of the Asharite school in theology, Maliki in jurisprudential tendency, and Shadhili-Rifai in spiritual leanings” – was also a docent for two years at the PISAI. 
Those in attendance at his lecture, apart from the public, included representatives from the embassies of the Unites States, Russia, and other countries. Also there was the director of “Islamica Magazine,” Sohail Nakhooda, a Jordanian. 
The following day, on May 12, accompanied by Fr. Migues Angel Ayuso Guixot, the head of the PISAI, Nayed talked with members of the Vatican secretariat of state. 
One of the critical points that make understanding between Christians and Muslims difficult is the interpretation of the Qur’an. The “Letter of the 100” does not face this question directly, although it is in the background. 
But for some time, a few genuine scholars, both Muslim and Christian, have been dedicating themselves to new interpretations of the Qur’an. 
In the Muslim camp, this research is conducted discreetly, and so far it has had little influence on the dominant interpretations. 
In the Christian camp, these studies are more out in the open. But they demand much more attention that they receive. 
An important interview on this topic appeared in issue no. 4, 2007 of the magazine “Il Regno [The Kingdom],” edited in Bologna by the Sacred Heart fathers. The guest of the interview is Michel Cuypers, 65, from Belgium, a member of the Little Brothers of Jesus, the religious community founded in the twentieth century by Charles de Foucauld. 
Cuypers spent twelve years in Iran, first in a house of care for lepers in Tabriz, and then studying Persian language and literature in Tehran. He received his doctorate in Persian literature at the University of Tehran in 1983. He then studied Arabic in Syria and Egypt, and in 1989 moved to Cairo, where he now resides. 
He is a researcher at the Dominican Institute for Oriental Studies, founded in Cairo half a century ago by the Dominican Islamologists Georges Anawati, Jacques Jomier, and Serge Beaurecueil. 
Since 1994, Cuypers has concentrated all of his studies upon the composition of the text of the Qur’an, adopting the method of rhetorical analysis. His articles and essays win increasing admiration, including from Muslim scholars. A book of his dedicated to the analysis of one chapter of the Qur’an, “Le Festin: Une lecture de la sourate al-Maida [The Banquet: An Interpretation of the al-Ma’ida Sura],” has just been published in France, with a preface by the eminent Muslim scholar Mohamed-Ali Amir-Moezzi. 
The interview published by “Il Regno,” originally in French, was conducted by Francesco Strazzari. Here it is: 

The Bible, the Qur‘an, and Jesus: How to reach the heart of the Muslim creed 
An interview with Michel Cuypers 
Q: Brother Michel Cuypers, talk to us about your research and your new book, “Le Festin: Une lecture de la sourate al-Maida [The Banquet: An Interpretation of the al-Ma’ida Sura].” 
A: For a dozen years I have been carrying out a study on the composition of the Qur’an, using a method called “rhetorical analysis,” already used in biblical studies. 
This research takes advantage of two and a half centuries of studies on the Bible, and twenty years ago it was systematized in an excellent way by Roland Meynet, a Jesuit professor of biblical theology at the Pontifical Gregorian University in Rome. 
What this means is a rediscovery of the techniques of writing and composition that the scribes of the ancient Semitic world used to create their texts. The word “rhetorical” must therefore be taken in this case in the precise sense of “the art of composition of the text” (which corresponds only in part to what Aristotle meant by the word “dispositio,” or rhetoric). 
Biblical – and, more broadly, Semitic – rhetoric differs completely from that of the Greeks, which has marked all of our Western culture, and also Arab culture, after this opened itself to the Greek cultural heritage. 
This is founded upon a simple principle, that of symmetry, which can take on the form of synonymic, antithetical, or complementary parallelism (or the three types of parallelism that biblical exegesis, with Robert Lowth and his “Lectures on the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews,” which appeared in 1753, demonstrated within the Psalms), or again the form of chiasm or “inverse parallelism” (AB/B’A’), and finally “concentrism,” when a central element appears between two symmetrical segments of the text (AB/x/B’A’). 
These correspondences present themselves on various textual levels: elements, groups of elements, etc., extending to seven or eight levels for important texts. The identification of these symmetries permits the division of the text into semantic units and the exposition of its structure, which in turn provides the direction for interpretation. In fact, the final end of this technique of analysis, as of all other forms of exegesis, is that of understanding the meaning of the text. My research is thus absolutely interdisciplinary, because I am applying to the Qur’an a system of analysis that originates in biblical studies. 
At first, this was nothing more than a research hypothesis: my intention was that of verifying whether rhetorical biblical analysis was in fact applicable to the Qur’an. I began by analyzing some of the shorter suras, and it soon became evident that this system was perfectly suited to the analysis of the Qur’anic text: nothing changed on the level of theory; all of the principles were precisely verified in the text of the Qur’an. 
After the study of thirty or so brief suras attributed to the beginning of Mohammed’s prophetic ministry, I decided to start on the analysis of a longer sura. I chose Sura 5 (normally called “The Table,” al-Ma’ida in Arabic), because according to tradition this is the last sura in chronological order: in this way, the method could be applied both to the texts from the chronological beginning of the text, and to those from the end. This would permit the drawing of well-reasoned conclusions, and the affirmation that it is plausible that the entire Qur’an is constructed according to these same principles of composition. 

Q: Why use rhetorical analysis on the structure of the Qur’an? Earlier you used an “atomistic,” fragmentary form of interpretation on small semantic units. 
A: The experience of finding oneself disoriented and quickly discouraged before the apparent disorder of the Qur’anic text is one that is absolutely common to every sort of reader, especially to the non-Muslim reader who has not grown up with this text since his childhood. The Qur’an does not unfold in a linear manner, as the progressive development of one or more themes, as Greek rhetoric taught us. In the Qur’an, the subjects are mixed together: no sooner is one theme mentioned than it is immediately broken off, perhaps to reappear later; and some passages introduce topics that are completely extraneous to the context. The reader immediately gets the impression of complete incoherence, and is drawn despite himself into an atomistic, discontinuous reading of fragments independently from one another. 
It is worth noting that we modern Westerners are not the only ones to have this impression. In the Qur’an itself, some neophyte converts to Islam point out this matter to the Prophet (Qur’an 25:32), and in the first Muslim generations there were some who criticized this aspect of the Qur’an, which then led to the production of an entire series of works attempting to assert the coherence (nazm) of the Book, but whose arguments are not convincing and deal only with some details, in such a way that the problem remains nonetheless. 
Modern Western scholars of Islam have for a long time simply taken note of this incoherence of the text as an evident fact. And because everyone practiced the historical-critical method, the found in the incoherences of the text support for identifying redactional layers, later additions, or revisions, to which they sometimes did not hesitate to give a more “logical” order by moving certain verses. 
The search for order within the text thus appeared to be a real challenge. During the 1980’s, a few isolated scholars of Islam sought to understand the composition of the brief suras of the Mecca period (the first period of Qur’anic revelation), with very partial results, declaring moreover that it was no longer possible to find any sort of order in the long suras composed in the Medina period (which are placed at the beginning of the Qur’an, but are considered to be the last chronologically). Because my analyses of the shorter suras had produced absolutely positive results, I needed to try the longer Medina suras. From this was born “The Banquet.” 

Q: How is your form of interpretation different from the others? 
A: It is essentially in the fact that the rhetorical analysis of the text allows a contextual reading. The fragmentation of the text has been without a doubt the main reason why all the classical scholars comment on the Qur’an verse by verse, apart from any consideration of the literary context in which the verses are placed. This is the reason why they explain the verses through elements external to the text, what they technically call the “occasions of revelation”: by resorting to anecdotes or events from the life of the Prophet, drawn from the traditions (hadîth) attributed to the Prophet or to his companions, they explain the historical reason why this or that verse was revealed, thus attributing to it a specific meaning. 

Now, when a verse is put back into its context and enclosed within the textual structure of which it is part, its true meaning often seems to have no need for recourse to these “occasions of revelation,” which, it can be conjectured, were often constructed “post eventum” in order to clarify the difficulties of the text. 
I’ll give an example. Verse 106 of Sura 2 presents these words of God: “We do not abrogate any verse, or cause it to be forgotten, without giving you a better or equal one.” This verse has been presented by the jurists, the fuqahâ', as the Qur’anic foundation of their theory of abrogation, according to which certain verses of the Qur’an override others. This theory has permitted the resolution of apparent contradictions among verses, especially normative ones. It is considered, therefore, that the more recent verses override the older ones, and in order to determine which are the more recent, it was decided a priori that the tougher and more restrictive verses must be more recent, and that these should override the earlier, more mild or tolerant ones. 
Returning to the cited verse, if this is put back into its context, it can be seen that the meaning is absolutely different: it is a reply to some Jews who had protested against Mohammed because he had included modified verses from the Torah in his proclamation of the Qur’an. To this accusation of “falsification,” God replies that he is free to abrogate a preceding revelation by substituting a new and better one in its place. This is a matter, therefore, of the abrogation of the Torah on the part of the Qur’an, and not of the Qur’an within itself. 
In spite of the fact that a number of Muslim scholars throughout the twentieth century, and still recently the French Islamologist Geneviève Gobillot, have forcefully denounced this error of interpretation, it continues to enjoy widespread popularity. This is a question of great relevance, because the Islamic extremists make use of this argument to assert that especially the harshest verses of Sura 9 (29 and 73), which incite Muslims to fight against the infidels, override roughly 130 more tolerant verses, which instead open the way to peaceful coexistence between Muslims and the other communities. 
Faithful to the logic of abrogation as they understand it, the extremists (as ancient commentators had already done) consider Sura 9 as the last one revealed, which abrogates especially the more “open” and tolerant verses of Sura 5, while everything in this latter demonstrates that it is a text-testament that concludes the revelation. 

Q: What allows you to assert this? 
A: Rhetorical analysis alone does not permit one to reach this conclusion: this is possible through a contextualization of the sura, in the context of an intertextual approach. It contains, in effect, a number of absolutely clear citations from the Bible or from parabiblical texts: the rebellion of the children of Israel, who refuse to enter the Promised Land (taken from the book of Numbers), Cain’s murder of Abel, the law of retaliation, a precept from the Mishnah (quoted word for word), apocryphal scenes from the childhood of Jesus, and also a rather mysterious evocation of the last supper (whence the title of the sura). 
These things have long been known. But an attentive reading of the text reveals a number of other less evident but no less real biblical echoes, which, taken together, leave no doubt about the deuteronomical background of the sura: the mixture of legal and narrative passages, the central theme of the covenant, the entry into a holy land, the lexicon (the repetition of “today” by God, the injunctions to obey the precepts, etc.). 
Deuteronomy presents itself as the prophetic testament of Moses, and concludes the Pentateuch, the Torah: in fact, he dies at the end of the book. According to tradition, Sura 5 was revealed at the moment of the solemn pilgrimage of farewell for the Prophet, who died soon afterward. The resemblance of the two situations is striking, except for the fact that Moses does not enter into the promised land, while Mohammed finds himself with his triumphant community in the holy land of the sanctuary of Mecca. 
The account of the revolt of the children of Israel, which first appears in the book of Numbers, is presented again in Deuteronomy. This account is key for understanding all of Sura 5: it illustrates the rejection of the people of the Book, the Jews and Christians, to enter into the Islamic covenant, unlike the Muslims. At the end of the sura, the evocation of the supper is again linked to the theme of the covenant, in a context in which traces can be seen of the farewell discourse of Jesus in the Gospel of John, another discourse-testament. Finally, it must be noted that the sura concludes with the judgment of Jesus, who formally denies before the Lord that he asserted that he was the Son of God, and, on the contrary, solemnly proclaims the purest form of monotheism (5:116-117. 
This is the last word, chronologically speaking, of the Qur’anic revelation, and corresponds exactly to the end of the text of the Book, because Sura 112 proclaims the same intransigent monotheism, denying any sort of filiation in God (Suras 113 and 114, two prayers that do not appear in some primitive codices, must be considered, together with Sura 1, as a liturgical bracketing of the Qur’an: Sura 112 is, therefore, the real conclusion of the Book). 

Q: Do you consider it important that, at this time, the Qur’an is being approached with scholarly methodologies such as hermeneutics and biblical exegesis? 
A: In effect, I consider this of fundamental importance. Traditional Islamic exegesis, after accomplishing all that it could, exhausted its resources long ago: for many decades, it has done nothing but repeat the comments of the first three or four centuries of the Hijra. The great classical commentaries are still texts of reference, and they must be consulted, especially for questions of grammar or philology, but they cannot in any way give a reply to the problems of modern man, who lives in a completely different world. 
It is precisely for this reason that important ideological commentaries appeared in the twentieth centuries, the best-known of which include those of the Indian-Pakistani Mawdûdî and Sayyid Qutb of Egypt, an ideologist of the Muslim Brotherhood: these are interpretations of the Qur’an prompted by modern social and political realities. 
Contemporary Islamic currents make direct reference to these; their slogan is that of returning to the Qur’an, beyond all of the deviations and decadence of the Muslim community‘s history. But the question is this: how does one “return to the Qur’an”? 
The quickest and easiest way is that of projecting upon it one’s own personal aspirations, manipulating the text however one pleases. A growing number of Muslim intellectuals are forcefully denouncing this way of proceeding, and are calling for a scholarly study of the text, as Christians have done with the Bible. The road is clearly a long and arduous one, and the results are unforeseeable: this is perhaps the reason for the fear it arouses. On the part of the Muslims, the research in this direction is in its earliest stage, apart from a few exceptions, while the Western Orientalists have for a century and a half provided an enormous amount of data (which can be found especially in the “Encyclopedia of Islam" and in the very recent "Encyclopaedia of the Qur'ân"). The great centers of Muslim theology, like Al-Azhar University in Cairo, are still very distrustful of these modern methodologies. 

Q: How can one arrive at the heart of the Qur’an, without getting caught up in the various interpretive traditions that can cause deviations? 
A: The “method,” if it can be called this, is no different from the one required by any other sort of scholarly research, and it is the critical capacity. This requires spiritual asceticism: the ability to distance oneself from the object of study, to be ready to question received ideas and make unexpected discoveries (it is not true that one finds only what one is seeking!), not to affirm anything without having demonstrated it, to submit, in studying the text, to the discipline of the modern human sciences (above all linguistics, history, literary criticism). 
Muhammad Arkoun, a French thinker of Algerian origin, has asserted with reason and with a bit of humor that the most effective way of fighting against the violence and terrorism of the Islamic extremists would be to make the “Encyclopaedia of the Qur'ân,” the result of this kind of scholarly and critical approach to the Book, required reading for young students. The great difficulty is that in the Middle East, education is essentially founded upon tradition and memorization, and not upon reflection and the critical spirit. This is a cultural phenomenon that poses problems for scholarly progress in general, and for the evolution of exegesis in particular. 

Q: In your view, could this approach to the text of the Qur’an give an impression of attacking Islam, or, on the contrary, of attaining the purity of the Qur’anic faith? 
A: Islam was not established on the basis of the Qur’an alone. The hadîth, which are attributed to the prophet and form the Sunna (or the traditions that can be traced back to the imams for the Shiites), and later the elaboration of Muslim jurisprudence (fiqh) and law (shari’a) have played a role just as important, if not more so. Commentary (tafsîr) on the Qur’an is part of the Islamic tradition. In order to explain the text, the classical commentaries primarily make reference to the “circumstances of revelation,” of which I have spoken above, and thus to a principle outside of the text. 
Rhetorical analysis, instead, takes under examination only the text as it is, in its canonical version. It methodically abstracts from tradition (at least at first) and, because it approaches the text in a completely new way, it often arrives at interpretations that do not agree with it. Nonetheless, it absolutely does not attack the heart of the Muslim faith; on the contrary, it brings this to light even more, liberating it from the additions that have weighed it down through history. 
The example that I gave above is proof of this: the chronological end of the Mohammedan revelation (the end of Sura 5) and the conclusion of the Book (Sura 112) have exactly the same content, emphasizing the fact that Islamic monotheism rigorously rejects the idea of the divine filiation of Jesus: this is at the heart of the Muslim creed. One could make another example of the evocation of the supper in verses 112-115: the traditional commentaries are extremely misleading, because they treat the text as a marvelous account that describes with great gusto the sumptuous foods of the meal that God sends down from heaven. 
But an attentive reading instead discovers here many echoes of the discourse on the bread of life, in chapter 6 of the Gospel of John, which immediately brings an entirely different dimension to the text, that of the allusion to the new covenant brought by Jesus and to the decision that the apostles (and the Christians after them) must face: to enter into this covenant, or to pass beyond it, embracing the one brought by Mohammed. A contextual and intertextual interpretation permits one to leave behind an anecdotal reading and to arrive at theological dimensions that were ignored by the ancient commentaries, and yet are absolutely in keeping with the Islamic faith. 

Q: Will Muslim theologians understand that rhetorical analysis of the text makes possible an interpretation of it that should permit a renewal of Qur’anic exegesis as it has done for biblical exegesis? 
A: These things require time. Let’s remember the difficulties at the beginning of modern exegesis in the Catholic Church. There also exist various schools of thought: rhetorical biblical analysis had to assert itself not against, but side by side with the historical-critical approach to the Bible, which was the only school recognized for a long time. 
Given the enormous weight of tradition within Islam, one can foresee that things will advance more slowly (“in geological time,” as a great expert on Islam has joked). It will be without a doubt the burdensome and difficult task of the Muslim intellectuals – who will have perfectly assimilated the modern scholarly spirit – to weave the bond between the traditional theologies and the new approaches to the Qur’anic text. These intellectuals are perfectly aware of what is at stake, and this is why I did not hesitate to ask an eminent Muslim researcher, professor Mohamed-Ali Amir-Moezzi, to write the preface for my book. 
Q: Rhetorical analysis places the Qur’an in the context of ancient Semitic literature. What does this entail? What are the consequences? 
A: It presupposes above all that the Qur’an should be considered as a literary text. Already in the 1930’s, the great Egyptian thinker and writer Taha Husein was reclaiming the right to read the Qur’an as a literary work, beside Homer and Shakespeare. The fact of analyzing the Qur’an under the profile of Semitic rhetoric in effect places this text in the context of the literature of late antiquity. 
It is clear that traditional Islam resists such an approach, because the Qur’an is considered a divine word come down from heaven, where it is kept upon a heavenly table. This word is therefore considered as having no connection with any earthly realities. This theoretical position clearly does not hold up in practice: the Qur’an was written, as it itself affirms, in “clear Arabic language,” a language that gave rise, from the very beginning of Qur’anic exegesis, to grammatical and lexicological analyses in relation to the existing Arabic language, in a very well-defined place and time. 
So there is no evident reason why considering the composition of the text from the point of view of its similarities with the composition of other ancient Semitic texts should pose any real theological problem. Rhetoric, as we define it, is nothing other than the grammar of the text, at a level above that of the words and sentences. Beyond this possible difficulty, Muslims should rejoice in discovering that this text, so greatly criticized by some for its incoherence, is in reality well-constructed, with great precision, sometimes even to the point of sophisticated refinement. This is obviously on the condition of accepting that there can exist within it other forms of logic and rhetoric, different from those of the Greek tradition. Certain Muslims could even interpret this, a bit hastily, as proof of the miraculous nature of the Qur’an. 

Q: Here’s a question that’s often posed: should the Qur’an be taken in its entirety down to the letter, or are there things in it that can be left to the past? 
A: This question is also posed in regard to the Bible, and the same answer can be given. The main task of exegesis is to expound the letter of the text as faithfully as possible. But this letter is complex and full of contradictions that seem impossible to resolve. From this arises the necessity of an interpretation that takes into account not only the detail of the text, but also the entirety of the Book. 
And if one maintains that these foundational texts are alive, that they still have something to say to us today, their interpretation cannot ignore the moral and spiritual evolution of humanity. A great Egyptian reformist thinker, sheikh Muhammad Abduh (who died in 1905), asserted that all of the verses of the Qur’an cannot be placed on the same level: many are circumstantial, and were applicable in a specific situation, that of the founding of the Muslim community, but have long since been outdated. 
Next to these verses, there are others that reflect a universal wisdom valid for all times, and it is upon these that religious faith and practice must be founded. This is what those 38 Muslims – later growing to 100, and including a large number of grand muftis of various countries – did in signing the “Open Letter to His Holiness Benedict XVI”: in that document, they highlight the verses that permit the peaceful coexistence of Muslims with the other human communities. This might mean that they implicitly consider the bellicose verses, which are found above all in the already cited Sura 9, as no longer applicable. But this needs to be declared officially and with clarity, and considered as definitive and irrevocable. But here one runs into another difficulty, that of the lack of a Muslim magisterium that could take such a step with authority. 

Q: One more question: should dialogue with Islam be cultural or religious in character? 
A: Without entering here into the opportunity – or lack thereof – for a structural rearrangement of the pontifical curia, it seems evident to me that dialogue with the Muslims, as with all other religions, cannot help but include both of these things. If one believes the declarations of Vatican Council II, and in particular the declaration “Nostra Aetate,” it is clear that Islam represents one of the major religions of our time, closer to Christianity through its historical roots than most other religions are. Its status is certainly different from that of Judaism, the tree onto which Christianity is grafted, but it possesses essential traits in common with our faith, which were pointed out in the conciliar text. 
Does not the Letter to the Hebrews itself say that “anyone who approaches God must believe that he exists and that he rewards those who seek him” (Heb. 11:6)? And in its turn, the Qur’an declares twice that “those who believe [the Muslims], the Jews, the Sabians, the Nazarenes, and anyone who believes in Allah and in the last day and does what is good, they will not need to fear [hell] and will not be afflicted” (5:59, cf. also 2:62). 
But it is true that Islam is not only a religion, it is also a culture, vast and varied just as Christianity is, and this aspect must equally be part of the dialogue. Fr. Georges Anawati, founder of the Dominican Institute for Oriental Studies, loved to repeat: “Neither culture without religion, nor religion without culture.” 
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Regensburg revisited
http://www.thetablet.co.uk/user-login.php?redir=/articles/10313/ 

By Norman Russell, September 8, 2007
Benedict XVI's address in Germany on faith, rationality and Islam sparked a crisis. A year on, closer analysis of the lecture reveals how the furore was caused, and why there is common ground between Christian and Islamic thinking, particularly on the challenge of relativism in Europe today
It was on 12 September last year that Benedict XVI gave his Regensburg lecture, in which he provoked Muslim fury by quoting the Byzantine emperor, Manuel II Palaeologus, as saying (in the lecture's official English translation): "Show me just what Muhammad brought that was new, and there you will find things only evil and inhuman, such as his command to spread by the sword the faith he preached." 

The Pope remarked at the time on the "startling brusqueness" of Manuel's statement, "a brusqueness", he said, "that we find unacceptable", but the media pounced on the phrase and gleefully reported that Benedict had denounced the Qur'an as "evil and inhuman".

The next day official protests poured into the Vatican. In many Muslim countries there were violent demonstrations against the Catholic Church. The Pope was burnt in effigy. In Somalia an Italian nun was murdered.

Benedict moved quickly to counter the impression his remarks had made. Immediately after the protests he issued a disclaimer regretting that in the Muslim world the quotation had been taken as an expression of his own opinion. The sentence, he said, "does not express my personal view of the Qur'an, for which I have the respect due to the holy book of a great religion". He explained that he had quoted Manuel's statement - but without endorsing his polemic - simply to support the argument of his lecture on the relationship between faith and reason.

What went wrong? How did the Pope come to expose himself to such vilification? To answer that we need to look at the genesis of the lecture. At the end of the summer Benedict was preparing for his second journey to his homeland as Pope. A personal highlight was to be a visit to his old university at Regensburg, where he had taught for many years. For his address he decided to revisit the theme of the inaugural lecture he had given at Bonn in 1959 at the debut of his university career. That lecture had been on the relationship between faith and reason. 

For the Regensburg address he wanted to explore the conditions under which theology could participate in today's intellectual debates. These conditions are diminished if what we regard as rational is limited to what is mathematically true or empirically falsifiable. Theology should not just be about the history of ideas; it should be able to inquire more broadly into the rationality of faith. It is this inquiry, says Benedict, that can contribute to "that genuine dialogue of cultures and religions so urgently needed today".

I am told that while he was writing his lecture, Benedict had on his desk a pile of papers from a seminar on Islam by some of his former students (which he had not been able to attend) together with the volume in the Sources Chrétiennes series that contains Manuel Palaeologus' seventh dialogue. It was these materials that suggested the use of Manuel as an historical example of dialogue between cultures and religions. And because Benedict was going to be speaking to his former colleagues at his old university, he did not think it necessary to send his text to the appropriate Vatican department for review, as had been the practice under John Paul II.

The lecture that was given at Regensburg thus combined arguments in which Benedict has long had academic expertise with historical material which was relatively unfamiliar to him and had not been vetted. The text he was quoting from, in fact, is known only to a handful of Byzantinists. It is an account, written in Greek, of a series of discussions held in Ankara in the winter of 1390-91 between Manuel Palaeologus (shortly before he became emperor) and an unnamed Muslim scholar described as a muderris, or professor of law. 

The discussions were held at the request of the professor, who wanted to hear what Manuel had to say on a variety of philosophical and theological topics ranging from the relationship between faith and reason to the Christian doctrines of the Trinity and the Eucharist. They were conducted at a high intellectual level and later Manuel prepared a written account for his brother, who was governor of the Peloponnese, to lift his spirits by showing him how a Christian could hold his own in debate with an unbeliever.

The seventh dialogue, from which the Pope took his quotation, turns on the question of whether Islam is inherently violent. Manuel, after forcefully stating his opinion that it is, goes on to say that faith born in the soul must be supported by reason; it cannot be propagated by violence and threats. At this point the Pope (led astray perhaps by the over-copious Sources Chrétiennes commentary) contrasts Manuel's view with that of an eleventh-century scholar from Andalusia called Ibn Hazm, who denied that God was bound by human notions of rationality. 

Ibn Hazm in fact has no relevance to Manuel's debate. Islamic philosophical theology did not form a monolithic tradition. From the earliest years there was a tension between those who held that God was bound by universal moral law, and could therefore act only with justice and wisdom, and those who held that it was the will of God alone which defined what was right and wrong. Ibn Hazm favoured the latter opinion. Manuel's interlocutor belonged to the opposite tradition. Indeed at the beginning of the discussions he proposed that they should be conducted on purely rational grounds without appealing to Biblical or Qur'anic proof texts.

In the passage from which the Pope takes his quotation, the Muslim professor agrees with Manuel (and with Benedict) on the incompatibility of violence and faith. The reason why Islam had spread so successfully, he claims, was because the Muslim faith was more rational than the Christian. Christian morality, with its requirement that you should love your enemy, made unrealistic demands on the believer. Islam, by contrast, set standards that were actually attainable. 

In other words, in the competition for believers, Islam was more successful than Christianity because it offered a more practical way of salvation.

The professor was right, but only up to a point. Islam spread initially as a result of the astonishingly rapid Arab conquest of Syria, Egypt and Mesopotamia in the early seventh century, but was not imposed on the indigenous populations by force. It was not until after the Crusades that the Middle East was fully Islamicised. And even then, large Christian communities survived, living unmolested under their ecclesiastical leaders as long as they paid the non-Muslim poll tax.

The situation in Anatolia (roughly present-day Turkey) was very different. For a long time the frontier between the Eastern Christian empire and the Muslim world had been stabilised along the Taurus mountains in south-east Anatolia. Then from the end of the eleventh century, Turkish fighters (ghazis) began to press hard on the Byzantines, taking over regions of Anatolia piecemeal until by the end of the fourteenth century the empire was reduced to the city of Constantinople and a few territories in the Balkans and southern Greece. 

Three hundred years of almost continuous warfare inflicted immense hardship on the Christian population. Deportations and massacres were not uncommon. Those who survived, demoralised and bereft of civil or ecclesiastical leadership, went over to Islam in large numbers. Conditions for Christians improved only after 1453, when the Ottoman sultans finally established peace and stability in Anatolia and their Christian subjects were once again brought under the ecclesiastical leadership of Constantinople.

Manuel's remarks must be seen in this context. He was not, as it happens, in Ankara of his own volition. His father, John V Palaeologus, had accepted vassalage to the Turks in 1373 as the only practical way of preserving the empire. Manuel had to serve as the sultan's ally when summoned, and in 1390 experienced the bitter humiliation of helping Sultan Bayazid reduce the last free Greek community in western Anatolia, the city of Philadelphia. In the winter of 1390-91 he was a hostage at Bayazid's court, which gave him ample, if unwanted, leisure for his discussions with the professor. His letters written at the time reveal his anguish at the sight of destroyed cities whose original name was not even known to their new masters.

In the circumstances Manuel's remarks about the "inferiority" (a better translation of the Greek word cheiron than "evil") and "inhumanity" of the Qur'an in relation to the Old and New Testaments can hardly be called "startling". Nor is it surprising, in view of the anxieties Benedict had already expressed about Arab terrorism, that these remarks should have attracted his attention.

In July 2005, when Benedict was asked during a visit to northern Italy's Aosta valley whether Islam could be considered a religion of peace, his reply was non-committal. The following month, on his first apostolic visit to Germany, he devoted an entire address to the subject. Speaking in Cologne to a gathering of representatives of Muslim communities, he expressed his confidence that his audience rejected any connection between Islam and terrorism. If a climate of mutual trust could be created, he saw no reason why Christians and Muslims, faced with "the darkness of a new barbarism", should not "act together in the service of fundamental moral values".

The new barbarism the Pope fears is not primarily the barbarism threatened by terrorism. It is the growing moral relativism of postmodern Europe. In the Regensburg lecture he spoke about the importance of the Church's Greek philosophical heritage and deplored the argument that the synthesis between the early Church and Hellenism was an initial inculturation no longer to be considered binding - in other words, that the Church's original expression of faith was a cultural product of its time and could therefore be remodelled to bring it into line with modern ideas. 

Islam is equally an heir to the Greek philosophical tradition. Its scholastic theology (kalam) is deeply indebted to Plato and Aristotle and indeed strongly influenced the development of medieval Latin thought. This shared intellectual background, as Manuel's early dialogues suggest, offers the possibility of fruitful dialogue along philosophical lines.

Does this help us specifically with theological dialogue? In his Christmas 2006 address to the Roman Curia, Benedict spoke of "a dialogue to be intensified with Islam". This is now taking place through the Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue, which, although previously merged with the Pontifical Council for Culture, was restored earlier this year to independent status - an incidental benefit of the Regensburg lecture. 

Benedict is aware of the great theological differences between Christianity and Islam, even when similar theological terms are used. He has spoken, for example, of the different ways in which we understand revelation. For Muslims the Qur'an is the unmediated word of God, not simply the message of the Prophet. It "descended" on Muhammad from God and is therefore not susceptible to interpretation in the same way as the Christian Bible. Clarifications of this kind are important for the removal of mutual misunderstanding.

Some Muslims are suspicious of theological dialogue, but there are many, especially in Europe, who see its potential benefits in much the same way as Benedict does. Nobody expects rapid results. In the past theological debate was often conducted in a polemical spirit that simply increased hostility. But when dialogue is approached as a process of understanding our theological differences, it need not divide us. Rather, it may point the way to a shared witness against today's liberal relativism. In furthering such a process Manuel's neglected later dialogues on specifically doctrinal matters could well repay study.

Regensburg Revisited - Interview with Father James Schall 

https://zenit.org/articles/regensburg-revisited-part-1-interview-with-father-james-schall/ 
By Carrie Gress, Washington, D.C., October 9, 10 and 11, 2007 

When one interprets Benedict XVI's Regensburg lecture, which he delivered more than one year ago, as simply an address on Islam, one misses the point, says Father James Schall.
The professor of political philosophy at Georgetown University is the author of "The Regensburg Lecture," published by St. Augustine's Press. In this part 1 of this interview with ZENIT, Father Schall comments on the Pope's remarks regarding Islam question, but then more importantly, the deeper point of the lecture. 
Q: Just over a year has passed since Benedict XVI's Regensburg lecture was delivered, followed by an international outcry from some Muslim circles. Was it the Islamic response that prompted you to write this book or was there something else? 
Father Schall: Actually, I had read the address before the Islamic response, which took some time to orchestrate. I do not think it was a "spontaneous" reaction. When I first read the lecture, a day or so after it was available to the public, I went to my class and told them frankly that it was the most important address in modern times. It put everything together. I was not exaggerating. The Islamic context of the lecture was merely an introduction to what has proved to be an insight into Benedict XVI's overall agenda, namely, the grounds on which we approach all religions, cultures and philosophies in the name of their truth, in the name of all truth, including the truth of revelation. Benedict XVI's sights are by no means narrow. He knows that besides the world of Islam, where most Christians have either left or been driven out, Christianity has only a minimal presence in the great Chinese, Hindu, Buddhist and modern philosophical worlds. 
The Pope is seeking a way to see what these worlds have in common and to establish a basis from which each can be addressed in well-grounded terms that cannot be ignored.  Of course, the Islamic reaction quickly made this lecture known throughout the world, something the militants might have had second thoughts about had they realized what they were doing. Many wanted to chastise Benedict XVI for being "imprudent" or "insensitive." But he was neither. 
He addressed an issue that did, to be sure, come to world attention because of Islamic militancy. This issue was stated succinctly: "Is it reasonable, or does God will, to spread one's religion by violence?" This was a question asked by practically everyone in the world who thought of the implications of "suicide bombings," or about the earlier holy wars -- jihad -- in Islamic history, wars largely, though not exclusively, against Christian lands. The issue is the deliberate choice of violent means as the proper way to propagate a religion, together with a theological justification to do so. 
The Pope pointed out that within the Koran itself we can find two different answers to the question: one that says "no," one that says "yes." The current turmoil in the world is caused by those in Islam who answer "yes" to this question. 
The Pope showed a singular courage in his response to the uproar. He did not back down. He merely said that if anyone was offended by the very posing of the question, he was sorry. But it is not legitimate to be "offended" by a serious question, formally posed, in search to the truth of an issue in an academic setting. But what first interested me in this lecture was Benedict XVI's more basic concern. This was Europe and the modern scientific mind. 
To think that Islam was his main target misses the more penetrating issue that the lecture raised, namely, is the same root cause that justifies suicide bombings at work among us theoretically justifying, by the same philosophic principles, the widespread violent killing of innocent lives?  Militant Islam makes no bones about the idea that it intends to conquer the world for Allah. Thus, there is something starkly simple about Islam, its constant effort since its beginning to submit the whole world to Allah. We tend to think this is fanatical or outlandish. But to many Muslim minds, it is perfectly logical and indeed a basis of action. What the Pope was concerned about was the basis of this claim. 

Q: In the book, you compare Benedict XVI's visit with Pope John Paul II's first visit back to Poland. What are the similarities? 
Father Schall: John Paul II's first visit to Poland was the revelation of the power of truth against a tyrannical system. It was more than that. Together with U.S. President Ronald Reagan's insistence of showing the Soviets that they could not keep up in the area of military balance, and the internal decline of morals and will in the Soviet citizens, the Polish Pope's brave and firm presence was something that Poles and the world simply wanted to see, wanted to be there. It was a sign that there was something else in the world but political power. Very few western thinkers predicted the collapse of the Soviet system. By the time of Benedict XVI's Regensburg visit the whole focus of the world had shifted to suicide bombers, to efforts to pacify Islamic terrorism, either by war or by covert or political action. The initial political reaction to 9/11 was one that sought to find the terrorists who irrationally caused this astonishing feat of blowing up, before our very eyes, two of the world's largest and most famous buildings in one of the most famous cities in the world. 
Subsequent bombings in Madrid, London, Bali, Paris and elsewhere suddenly made the war not between opposing armies but, like the famous raids of the Barbary Coast pirates, sudden incursions out of almost anywhere on almost any target. 
A new form of war has been developed which cannot really be explained in traditional western sociological or moral terms. This situation suggests, as the Pope understood, that a much more fundamental analysis of what is going on is required. 
What is of importance is that what he found to be the central cause was not something peculiarly Islamic, though it was that too. Islamic philosophy and western philosophy, not to mention Eastern philosophy, often had similar intellectual roots and presuppositions. This is why it is not correct to view this lecture as simply concerned with Islam. It strikes very much closer to home. Just as John Paul II's first visit to Poland was a kind light in the darkness of despair about ever doing anything about Marxism, so the Regensburg visit of Benedict XVI was a brilliant flash over the whole of intellectual history telling us what was really at stake. 

Good politicians trying to do something about terrorism cannot proceed, really, until they know exactly what it is they are opposing. The fact is, it is not terrorism, a sort of vague abstraction. 

In this sense politics depends on mind. The Regensburg lecture, as Socrates reminded us in the "Gorgias," addresses real politics by addressing the issue of why men act as they do and their reasons for doing so. 


Q: You called the lecture "one of the fundamental tractates of our time." Why is that?
Father Schall: The Regensburg lecture has this quality of suddenly illuminating whole fields of knowledge because it knows what belongs where, what the issues are, what is at stake in understanding our times in theoretical terms. 
I have even suggested that this lecture brings up again the medieval issue of the harmony of the two swords. That is, what is lacking in the civil discussion is intelligibility of what is at stake, of what in fact is going on. 
If we reduce the issue to one of violence by fanatics, we will never understand why political or military solutions, however also needed, as here, will not get to the heart of the problem. This heart consists in understanding what is going on from a theoretical and theological point of view. The political order is disordered because the order of the soul is disordered, as Plato taught us. It is no accident that Benedict cited Socrates twice in the lecture and found the heart of what he has to say on the side of reason coming from classical Greek philosophy.

Q: The Holy Father included in his lecture a discussion of the roots of voluntarism, a theological idea that attempts to put no limits on God, defying even reason. What role does this factor play in Islam as well as in non-Muslim thought? 
Father Schall: This question, of course, was already in Greek and medieval philosophy. It exists as a perennial issue for the human mind to resolve. Voluntarism did not originate with Islam, except perhaps in the sense that nowhere else has it been carried out with such logical consistency and backed by such force. "Voluntarism" here means not the spontaneous effort to do something to help others of which the Pope spoke in "Deus Caritas Est," but the philosophic and theological idea that the will is superior to the intellect and is not subject to reason. 
The Pope is quite careful to note that the same problem exists in the West via Duns Scotus, the great medieval philosopher and theologian. It goes from him to William of Ockham, to Niccolò Machiavelli and to Thomas Hobbes, and onward into modern political philosophy. I have just been reading with a class Heinrich Rommen's most insightful book "The Natural Law," which spells out in much detail why legal voluntarism stands at the basis of modern positivism and historicism, subjects that Leo Strauss and Eric Voegelin were concerned with.
From this point of view, the Regensburg lecture was directed at the heart of Europe and America, to those "justifications" that are in fact used by its laws and customs to justify the killing of the innocent. The Socratic principle that "it is never right to do wrong" still remains the bedrock of a philosophy not based on pure will. 
Pure will can justify anything because it has evaporated any nature or order from man and the universe. Voluntarism allows no grounding for absolute principles of human dignity. If it is asked, if I might surmise a guess, why the Pope chose to begin his lecture with the conversation of the Greek Byzantine Emperor in the 1300's with a Persian gentleman, it was because it enabled him graphically to state the most pressing issue of our time, not merely "is it reasonable to extend religion by violence," but is it reasonable to use this violence on any innocent human being. 
This is where the Islamic problem, in fact, is substantially the same as the Western problem. Both systems have to resort to a voluntaristic theory of state and being to explain why they are not immoral for using violence against those who are innocent and protected by the divine and natural law itself. 
We miss the point if we think voluntarism is not a theoretic system that seeks to praise God in the highest possible way. Voluntarism means that there is no nature or order behind appearances. Everything can be otherwise. Everything that happens occurs because God or Allah positively chose it, but who could have chosen the exact opposite. 
Some philosophers, not just Muslim, think that God cannot be limited in any way, even by the principle of contradiction. He can make right wrong, or even make hatred of God his will. It sounds strange to hear this position at first. But once we grant its first principle, that will is higher than intellect, and governs it, everything follows. This theory is why so-called Muslim terrorists claim and believe that they are in fact following Allah's will. They might even be acting on a good, if erroneous, conscience. Allah wants the whole world to worship him in the order laid down in the Koran. 
The world cannot be settled until this conversion to Islam happens, even if it takes centuries to accomplish. This submission to Allah is conceived to be a noble act of piety. There is in voluntarist principles nothing contradictory if Allah orders the extension of his kingdom by violence, since there is no objective order that would prevent the opposite of what is ordered from being ordered the next day. Again, I must say, that behind wars are theological and philosophical problems that must be spelled out and seen for what they are. This spelling out is what the Regensburg lecture is about. 


Q: Explain why the Pope cites the recovery of a particular kind of reason? He speaks of a "re-Hellenization," or a return to Greek philosophy, as the solution to the current crisis of civilization. 
Father Schall: Actually, the central part of the lecture was rather on the "de-Hellenization" of western culture and what it meant. The Pope indicated three states: 1) the Reformation position that there was too much philosophy in Catholicism, so that what was needed was a return to the pure Jesus, without the philosophy. 
2) The second was the result of the denial of the divinity of Christ, so that, with Adolf von Harnak, Christ was just a man to be studied by science in the universities. 

3) The third was in effect multiculturalism, that there was no possible unity on the basis of principle or reason. Everyone was right within his own system. The tradition from even the Old Testament, as the Pope sketched out, was rather that revelation itself pointed to Greek philosophy. In the case both of Genesis and the Prologue of John, the very term "Logos" was the form in which God chose to speak to us, in the word. 


The very definition of God -- "I Am" -- was clearly something that was comprehensible in a philosophy itself based on reason. The Pope is quite careful to note that Paul's turning to Macedonia and not to some other culture had to do with a providential decision about what it means to comprehend revelation, particularly the Incarnation and the Trinity, the two basic doctrines that are denied in all other religions and philosophies. 
It is because of the unique contribution of Europe that this relation was hammered out, particularly by St. Augustine and St. Thomas Aquinas and their heritage. To receive revelation of the word, of the inner life of the Godhead, we must have a preparation, a philosophy that allows us to comprehend what it being revealed to us. Not all philosophies do this, which is why it makes a difference what philosophy we understand to be true. 
The Pope pointed out that for Kant, reason and revelation are not any longer directly related as being addressed to each other. Faith and reason are two separate things, with no possibility of mutual comprehension, however minimal. Kant is the origin of much subsequent philosophy that has been perplexed, as Gilson showed in his famous "Unity of Philosophic Experience," by how to put things back together again. The small error in the beginning leads to a large error in the end, as Aristotle taught us. This Kantian, and before it Cartesian, background too is the origin of the two different concepts of "reason" that the Pope made the key question of modern intelligence and of intelligence itself. The logic of the Reformation's position on philosophy and its relation to theology led to an attempt to have a pure human Jesus without any real basis in reason to explain why it is credible to believe in him. 
The Pope wants to do two things. First he wants to defend science within its own competency, and second he wants science to abandon the "self-limitation" of itself that cannot see the reality of nonmathematical things because being is not limited only to things that can be measured. This broader openness to human truths that can be known by intuitive reason, love, friendship, suffering or hope is why the Eastern and other religions think the West because of its scientific narrowness has lost its soul, as it appears from their vices, that they have.
Scientific reason, which is not coextensive with reason in its fullness, cannot speak to what really counts in human existence. This distinction between two kinds of reason gives an even greater insight into what this Pope is about. What he is really doing is seeking for grounds, which have to be reason, by which we can approach all religions and cultures, including Europe itself, busily losing not only its soul but its very bodies, as population decline shows.


Q: How do you see the Regensburg lecture in relation to John Paul II's encyclical "Fides et Ratio"? 
Father Schall: What Benedict XVI sees is the fundamental importance of "Fides et Ratio" on a world scale, not just with Islam, which was something new in John Paul II's time. 
John Paul II was rightly taken up with fascism, Marxism and the moral status of the West. John Paul did collaborate with Muslims in several U.N. conferences -- Cairo, Beijing -- especially about the family, in spite of the differences between Muslim and Christian views on what the family is.
"Fides et Ratio" is the consequence, as it were, of the other two stages of de-Hellenization in Western thought. The second step was with von Harnack who took the consequences of denying that Jesus was divine. He was just human, a nice man. He was a leader or prophet or voice, but he was not the God-man, not the incarnate "Logos." Thus we did not need theology to understand him; rather, we need the social and historical sciences. 
Benedict XVI, as he indicates in his book "Jesus of Nazareth," is often concerned with the claim of scholarship to unearth the fundamentals of faith by science's own methods alone. All it can unearth is what is known by the methods, so more and more fundamental things are left out as such scholarship claims priority. 
"Fides et Ratio" is a long, incisive analysis of modern philosophy alongside of the question of what kind of philosophy will enable us to understand what is really revealed. 
The very notion of a "Christian philosophy" arises from the need to understand in terms of reason just what was said in revelation. The use of a Greek word, not a scriptural word, at the Council of Nicaea, as the Pope said, indicated that under the pressure of understanding revelation, the philosophical experience could be fundamental. 
Faith and philosophy are not in contradiction, but are related to grasp the whole of reality. Both are necessary. This is why pure Scripture is not enough even to understand Scripture's own positions. As Chesterton remarked at the end of "Heretics," it would be revelation, not reason, which, in the end, said that the grass is green, that reason in faith alone would affirm the ordinary things of reality that the modern philosophers could no longer comprehend. 


Q: In your book, and in the Holy Father's lecture, there is no effort to "turn back the clock" and deny the achievements of modernism. In what ways do you see an integration of the old and the new? 
Father Schall: First of all the term "modernism" is generally meant to be a declaration of independence of modern thought from what is past, Greek or scholastic. However, thought in modernity more and more loses its moorings in an ordered reality. As the Pope points out, the third de-Hellenization is what we call "multiculturalism," a belief that there is no real truth in any culture so that there are no fundamental issues between civilizations or religions, only a kind of tolerance about truth's impossibility. Despite the claim that multicultural tolerance does not involve violence, its very system contains within itself a tradition within history that does claim that violence is in fact justified by voluntarist premises. In other words, on a purely multicultural theory, there is no reason why voluntarism is not a legitimate position as there is really nothing to oppose it except power. 

The Pope repeats several times that he does not want to "go back," but he does wish to distinguish what is good and what is not in modern thought and culture. Rommen said that the natural law is perennial, that is, it keeps coming back when we reach positions within a culture that normal men of common sense can see clearly wrong. 

The objective standard keeps calling disorder and injustice to our attention. The Regensburg lecture is an intellectual challenge. This is why it is precisely an academic lecture and not an encyclical; it insists we face the truth and falsity in any culture on the basis of "logos," of reason. 
You will notice that the Pope brings in the notion of the fascination with mathematics that we found in Plato. He addresses the scientific mind directly and tells it that its discoveries are based on the fact that mathematics and its many sophistications work in reality. There must be a correspondence between principles of reality and principles of mathematics. 
Why is there this correspondence if there is not a realistic philosophy to explain why? And if there is this correspondence, why is there not an ultimate mind that orders all things found with mathematics as well as with its own systems? Much current literature is based on the claims of a new kind of atheism, one that often lacks the intellectual rigor of more classic forms. The confidence of modern atheism does not face the strange correspondences between mind and reality that even science cannot avoid. 
The problem with science is not only what it is, but what are we going to do with it? The classic Greeks were said to have known all sorts of inventions but chose not to pursue them because they understood the dangers they might entail for human living itself. 
The Regensburg lecture gives science and technology their due by pointing out that they are not everything, but what they do is valid for a certain aspect of things. They can only explain what falls to their competence. 
Philosophy, ethics, theology and poetry all reach to realities that are not direct objects of science, to things that are essentially spiritual and nonmaterial. The human intellect transcends its own being to be concerned with all that is. We are bewildered if we think that science can explain everything, but this does not mean that what it cannot explain is therefore not explicable. It rather means that other insights and ways of knowing have their own validity. The word of the Pope to science is not "don't be scientific" in the proper sense. It is rather to stop limiting itself to only one concept of reason, a very narrow concept. This concept is good as far as it goes. But it is one that excludes by definition most of the important things men are concerned with. 
The Regensburg lecture takes us to the heart not only of current events, but also to the heart of reality itself. Philosophy and revelation are not enemies of each other, but are directed at one another. The exaltation of man by revelation does not imply that he is not what he is created to be, a rational animal, one who does all he does by "logos," by reason. 
Man is the glory of God in the sense that God can address his word to him and he can know and comprehend because he is created with the power to know the truth of things. The moral and political life of man is designed to enable us to know what is addressed to us from reason and even, if it happens, from revelation. 
What seems clear about the Regensburg lecture is that the best place to understand our times is in the heart of Rome itself. Here, in the native tongues of recent Popes, in Polish, or German, and, yes, Latin, they speak to us of what it means to be human, to be beings addressed by God in both reason and revelation.

Uncommon overture

http://www.thetablet.co.uk/article/10512 

By John Borelli, October 20, 2007

When 138 leading Muslim scholars issued a statement last week addressing Christians around the world, responses varied from warm to cautious, while some claimed that ‘A Common Word Between Us and You' is a necessary step on the road to world peace. What is clear is that dialogue between the faiths has vital new opportunities for progress
In the era of email, text messaging and blogging, taking a month, let alone a year, to compose a statement, or an invitation, or dialogue, seems remarkable to many people. 

But last week's invitation to theological dialogue from a widely representative group of 138 Muslim scholars and religious leaders to Christians appears to have been in the making for three years. And yet for all the long hours of work, the scholarship, and the care taken, there is an undoubted urgency about it. "Our very eternal souls are all also at stake if we fail," the scholars tell those who relish conflict and destruction. 

"A Common Word Between Us and You" was released on Thursday 11 October, and dated 13 October for the feast of Eid al-Fitr concluding the Ramadan fast. Jordan's Royal Aal al-Bayt Institute for Islamic Thought in Amman had dedicated more than three years to making this happen. The work will almost certainly have involved Prince Ghazi Bin Muhammad, the Royal Institute's chairman and a member of the Jordanian royal family. He and others have been busy building consensus among Muslims for several years. Prince Ghazi has provided a commentary on the "Amman Message", first released in 2004 by King Abdullah II of Jordan and his scholars, and then supported by Muslim scholars of 50 countries who dealt with three key questions: Who is a Muslim? Who has the right to undertake issuing a legal ruling (fatwa)? Is it permissible to declare someone an apostate (takfir)? The commentary was presented on 11 September 2006, the fifth anniversary of the 9/11 terrorist attacks and, paradoxically, the day before Pope Benedict's famed address at the University of Regensburg. 

But "A Common Word" is not simply a response to the Regensburg speech, nor is it solely addressed to Pope Benedict. A response to that speech was issued on 13 October 2006 and signed by 38 scholars and religious leaders whose names appear in these other documents. This does explain how so many senior and recognised Muslim scholars and religious leaders could construct a theologically nuanced response to the Pope within one month. Respectful, corrective and engaging, the 2006 "Open Letter to the Pope" is but one facet of a major effort by Muslims for "intellectual exchange and mutual understanding" with Christians. 
By contrast, last week's "A Common Word" is addressed to the Pope and many others: 14 Orthodox patriarchs, five heads of the Oriental Orthodox Churches, the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Presidents of the Lutheran World Federation and the Baptist World Alliance, the General Secretaries of the World Methodist Council, the World Alliance of Reformed Churches, and the World Council of Churches, and to "Leaders of Christian Churches, everywhere". Like the Amman message and other documents, the signatories are offering consensus, a technical term in Islam (ijma), referring usually to the studied agreement of scholars and the foundational belief that the whole community will not agree on error. "A Common Word" and its predecessor documents are both invitations to theological dialogue and to a common articulation of faith developing among Muslims. 

Quoting the Qur'an and the sayings of Muhammad, "A Common Word" builds a case for love of the One God and love of neighbour as fundamental principles for peace and mutual understanding. To support this, the text also cites passages in the Old and New Testaments. The only other sources cited are two traditional commentaries. 

"A Common Word" receives its title from the third sura (chapter) of the Qur'an, verse 64. The context is the visit of a Christian delegation near the end of Muhammad's life. The verse exhorts all to worship none but God, nor to ascribe any partner to God, and not to take others for lords besides God. Following al-Tabari, a ninth-to-tenth century Persian historian and exegete of the Qur'an, "A Common Word" agrees that "Muslims, Christians and Jews should be free to follow what God commanded them," by citing another Qur'anic verse, "Let there be no compulsion in religion." (That verse, Sura 2:256, the 38 Muslim respondents to Pope Benedict last year said that he had incorrectly identified as a sura of "the early period", which he drew from Theodore Khoury's translation of a dialogue between Emperor Manuel II and "an educated Persian.")

Despite this subtle point and the not-so-subtle references to the oneness of God throughout, passages often used against the Christian doctrines of the Trinity and Incarnation, "A Common Word" is not polemical like the centuries-long arguments and debates between Christians and Muslims. Some may feel that it goes too far in outlining common terms for agreement and interpreting Christian and Jewish Scriptures. Others may not agree with the way Scriptural and commentarial citations are used. Still, even with its traditional aspects, "A Common Word" is a new departure. It is a response to the urgent need for a united voice from Muslims on the essentials of their faith to counteract voices of extremists and those preaching violence and hatred. 

While "The Amman Message" of 2004 is a response to "those who through distortion and fabrication try to portray Islam as an enemy to them" and to those "who claim affiliation with Islam and commit irresponsible acts in its name",  this new text, on the other hand, is an invitation to interreligious dialogue - "a sure basis for peace and warding off the dread spectre of those wars of religion which have so often bloodied human history", as Pope John Paul II declared in early 2001. At the Second Vatican Council, he and other Catholic bishops had urged Christians and Muslims to mutual understanding and to joint efforts fostering social justice, moral welfare, and peace and freedom for all. They also exhorted Catholics "to recognise, preserve, and foster the good things, spiritual and moral, as well as the socio-cultural values found among the followers of other religions", especially through dialogue and collaboration.

On an international level, Christian-Muslim dialogue has moved by spurts and starts in the last 40 years. The newness of the approach, lack of parallel structures, and political developments, especially in the Middle East, have made lasting efforts difficult to maintain. The most productive record for the Vatican's office for interreligious dialogue was under Archbishop Michael Fitzgerald's leadership with Jordan's Royal Aal al-Bayt Institute, but that was not exactly a theological dialogue. More recently, Pope Benedict has coupled "interreligious" with "intercultural" when referring to this dialogue. The change was noticeable the day after his April 2005 election and more evident when he spoke directly to Muslims four months later in Cologne, where he dwelt on terrorism and its effects. He did quote the words of the Second Vatican Council and asserted that this interreligious and intercultural dialogue "cannot be reduced to an optional extra". That dialogue, he and curial officials have emphasised, is to be only on public issues and not a theological one characteristic of "A Common Word". 

There is another reason why "A Common Word" is so important. It might just be the first widely represented theological response by Muslims to Christian invitations to dialogue since the time of the Second Vatican Council in 1965. Cardinal Jean-Louis Tauran, who now leads interreligious dialogue for the Vatican, has recognised its newness in this respect and its lack of polemics, use of Scriptural citations, and meditative nature. Archbishop Rowan Williams described it as indicative of the relationship for which we yearn in all parts of the world. Bishop Mark Hanson, President of the Lutheran World Federation, has encouraged reading the beauty of the collected passages and studying the vision of fidelity and fellowship. But these are acknowledgements and not responses. Those will take longer, perhaps years. 

"A Common Word" declares that the purpose of the text is not "polite dialogue between selected religious leaders". The more immediate response is for Christians and Muslims to be in touch in all societies, and through reading and studying together this text and their sources of theology, they might build a basis for a common word between them.

One Year after Regensburg, 138 Muslims Write a New Letter to the Pope
http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/171166bdc4.html?eng=y
They are proposing as common ground between Muslims and Christians the two "greatest commandments" of love for God and neighbor. These are in both the Qur'an and the Gospels. How will the Church of Rome react? 

By Sandro Magister, Rome, October 12, 2007 

One year ago, a month after Benedict XVI's memorable lecture in Regensburg, 38 prominent Muslims wrote an open letter to the pope in which they expressed agreement with some of his positions, and disagreement with others. 

The 38 came from different countries and belonged to different schools of thought. It was the first time in the Islamic world that such a diverse group of people was speaking with a single voice, and expounding the principles of Islam to the head of the most important Christian Church, with the intention of arriving at "mutual understanding." 
Over the following months, other signatures joined the original ones, and the 38 became 100. Now, one year later, the 100 have become 138, and they have made public a second letter. 
In comparison with the first letter, the second has expanded the scope of its intended audience. In addition to pope Benedict XVI, it is addressed to the ecumenical patriarch of Constantinople, Bartholomew I, to the patriarch of Moscow, Alexei II, and to the heads of 18 other Eastern Churches; to the Anglican archbishop of Canterbury, Rowan Williams; to the leaders of the worldwide federation of Lutheran, Reformed, Methodist, and Baptist Churches; to the secretary general of the World Council of Churches, Samuel Kobia, and in general "to the leaders of the Christian Churches." 
As for content, the first letter supported positions clearly in favor of the freedom to profess one's faith "without restrictions." It asserted the rational consistency of Islam, while maintaining the absolute transcendence of God. 
It decisively restated the limitations placed by Islamic doctrine upon recourse to war and the use of violence, condemning the "utopian dreams in which the end justifies the means." 
And it concluded by expressing hope for a relationship between Islam and Christianity founded upon love of God and neighbor, the "two great commandments" recalled by Jesus in Mark 12:29-31. 
The second letter picks up precisely where the first one left off, and builds upon its conclusion. The commandments of love of God and neighbor - found in both the Qur'an and the Bible - are the "common word" that offers to the encounter between Islam and Christianity "the most solid theological foundation possible." 
The text of the letter was discussed and refined last September, at a meeting held in Jordan at the Royal Aal al-Bayt Institute for Islamic Thought, sponsored by King Abdullah II. It is the conviction of the promoters that, before this letter, "Muslims have never offered the Christian world such a strong consensus proposal." 
Aref Ali Nayed - a Libyan theologian who signed both the first and second letter, and is an author well known to readers of www.chiesa - emphasized the participation of Muslims of all tendencies, Sunni, Shiite, Ibadi, Ismaili, Ja'fari: 
"Rather than engage in polemic, the signatories have adopted the traditional and mainstream Islamic position of respecting the Christian Scripture and calling christians to be more, not less, faithful to it." 
The 138 signatories come from 43 countries. Some of them live in Europe or the United States, but most live in Muslim countries: from Jordan to Saudi Arabia, from Egypt to Morocco, from the Emirates to Yemen, but also in Iran, Iraq, Turkey, Pakistan, Palestine. Some of the letter's signatories - including Aref Ali Nayed, who was a docent, in Rome, at the Pontifical Institute of Arab and Islamic Studies - have on repeated occasions met with the heads of the Vatican curia. 
The first contacts go back one year ago. But the Church of Rome gave no public sign of appreciation until after the publication of the second letter. 
On October 12, Cardinal Jean-Louis Tauran, president of the pontifical council for dialogue among the religions, said on Vatican Radio: "This is a very interesting and novel document, because it comes from both Sunni Muslims and Shiite Muslims. It is not a polemical document, and includes many citations from the Old and New Testament. [...] It represents a very encouraging sign, because it demonstrates that good will and dialogue can overcome prejudice. It is a spiritual approach to interreligious dialogue, something I would call a dialogue of spiritualities. Both Muslims and Christians must answer a single question: is God truly the only god in your life?" 
There is strong agreement between the positions on interreligious dialogue expressed in the letter and those of Benedict XVI. The last time the pope touched upon this topic was last October 5. 
Speaking to the members of the International Theological Commission, Benedict XVI pointed to the "natural law" and the ten commandments as "the foundation for a universal system of ethics" valid for "all the consciences of men of good will, whether secularists or members of the various religions." 
And the ten commandments are summed up in the two "greatest" commandments of love for God and neighbor: "submission to God, the source and judge of all goodness, and the sense of the other as one's equal." 
These are the same two commandments that form the core of the letter to the pope from the 138 Muslims. 

The following is the official summary of the letter's contents: A COMMON WORD BETWEEN US AND YOU
In the name of God, the Compassionate, the Merciful 
Muslims and Christians together make up well over half of the world's population. Without peace and justice between these two religious communities, there can be no meaningful peace in the world. The future of the world depends on peace between Muslims and Christians. 
The basis for this peace and understanding already exists. It is part of the very foundational principles of both faiths: love of the One God, and love of the neighbour. These principles are found over and over again in the sacred texts of Islam and Christianity. The Unity of God, the necessity of love for Him, and the necessity of love of the neighbour is thus the common ground between Islam and Christianity. The following are only a few examples: 
Of God's Unity, God says in the Holy Qur'an: Say: He is God, the One! / God, the Self-Sufficient Besought of all! (Al-Ikhlas, 112:1-2). Of the necessity of love for God, God says in the Holy Qur'an: So invoke the Name of thy Lord and devote thyself to Him with a complete devotion (Al-Muzzammil, 73:8). Of the necessity of love for the neighbour, the Prophet Muhammad r said: "None of you has faith until you love for your neighbour what you love for yourself." 
In the New Testament, Jesus Christ u said: 'Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God, the Lord is One. / And you shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your soul, with all your mind, and with all your strength.' 

This is the first commandment. / And the second, like it, is this: 'You shall love your neighbour as yourself.' There is no other commandment greater than these." (Mark 12:29-31) 
In the Holy Qur'an, God Most High enjoins Muslims to issue the following call to Christians (and Jews-the People of the Scripture): 
Say: O People of the Scripture! Come to a common word between us and you: that we shall worship none but God, and that we shall ascribe no partner unto Him, and that none of us shall take others for lords beside God. And if they turn away, then say: Bear witness that we are they who have surrendered (unto Him). (Aal 'Imran 3:64) 
The words: we shall ascribe no partner unto Him relate to the Unity of God, and the words: worship none but God, relate to being totally devoted to God. Hence they all relate to the First and Greatest Commandment. According to one of the oldest and most authoritative commentaries on the Holy Qur'an the words: that none of us shall take others for lords beside God, mean 'that none of us should obey the other in disobedience to what God has commanded'. This relates to the Second Commandment because justice and freedom of religion are a crucial part of love of the neighbour. 
Thus in obedience to the Holy Qur'an, we as Muslims invite Christians to come together with us on the basis of what is common to us, which is also what is most essential to our faith and practice: the Two Commandments of love.

Muslim scholars reach out to Pope 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/go/pr/fr/-/2/hi/europe/7038992.stm 

October 12, 2007
More than 130 Muslim scholars have written to Pope Benedict XVI and other Christian leaders urging greater understanding between the two faiths. The letter says that world peace could depend on improved relations between Muslims and Christians. It identifies the principles of accepting only one god and living in peace with one's neighbours as common ground between the two religions. It also insists that Christians and Muslims worship the same god. The letter comes on the anniversary of an open letter issued to the Pope last year from 38 top Muslim clerics, after he made a controversial speech on Islam. Pope Benedict sparked an uproar in September last year by quoting a medieval text which linked Islam to violence. The letter coincides with the Eid al-Fitr celebrations to mark the end of Ramadan. Koran and Bible It was also sent to the Archbishop of Canterbury, the heads of the Lutheran, Methodist and Baptist churches, the Orthodox Church's Patriarch of
Constantinople Bartholomew I and other Orthodox Patriarchs. The letter, entitled A Common Word Between Us and You, compares passages in the Koran and the Bible, concluding that both emphasise "the primacy of total love and devotion to God", and the love of the neighbour. With Muslims and Christians making up more than half the world's population, the letter goes on, the relationship between the two religious communities is "the most important factor in contributing to meaningful peace around the world". "As Muslims, we say to Christians that we are not against them and that Islam is not against them - so long as they do not wage war against Muslims on account of their religion, oppress them and drive them out of their homes," the letter says. 
It adds: "To those who nevertheless relish conflict and destruction for their own sake or reckon that ultimately they stand to gain through them, we say our very eternal souls are all also at stake if we fail to sincerely make every effort to make peace and come together in harmony." One of the signatories, Dr. Aref Ali Nayed, a senior adviser at the Cambridge Inter-faith Programme at Cambridge University, told the BBC that the document should be seen as a landmark. "There are Sunnis, Shias, Ibadis and even the... Ismailian and Jaafari schools, so it's a consensus," he said. Professor David Ford, director of the programme, said the letter was unprecedented. "If sufficient people and groups heed this statement and act on it then the atmosphere will be changed into one in which violent extremists cannot flourish," he said in a statement. The letter was signed by prominent Muslim leaders, politicians and academics, including the Grand Muftis of Bosnia and
Hercegovina, Russia, Croatia, Kosovo and Syria, the Secretary-General of the Organisation of the Islamic Conference, the former Grand Mufti of Egypt and the founder of the Ulema Organisation in Iraq. 
Father Samir Khalil Samir, an Egyptian Jesuit Priest well-versed with Islam. He writes for ASIANEWS (http://www.asianews.it/), a Rome based Catholic News Agency for Asia run by the Pontifical Institute for Foreign Missions. 

The Letter of 138 Muslim scholars to the Pope and Christian Leaders
http://www.asianews.it/news-en/The-Letter-of-138-Muslim-scholars-to-the-Pope-and-Christian-Leaders-10577.html  

By Samir Khalil Samir SJ, Beirut (AsiaNews), 10/17/2007
There is a lot of good in the document sent to Benedict XVI and Christian leaders: greater convergence between Muslim currents; attention to Christian vocabulary; the desire for dialogue. There is also some ambiguity and difficulty. But it is a first step: now it is necessary to open up the dialogue to the secular world. The great sura of tolerance. An ample analysis from our expert on Islam. 
The Letter by 138 Islamic academics to the pope and Christian leaders is a first positive step towards dialogue, which however needs to become more universal and more concrete.
The letter lies in the explicit context of an extension of the first letter, sent exactly one year ago to Benedict XVI, as a reply to his masterful address at Regensburg University: the same date was chosen for its publication (13th October 2007), which this year coincided with the end of Ramadan [1]


A HIGHLY REPRESENTATIVE LETTER
The fact that its signatories have increased compared to last year is noteworthy: from 38 – as it was last year – they have become 138. They represent over 43 nations, both Muslim and otherwise (in particular western nations). Among them are great muftis (that is leaders of the fatwa in a country), religious leaders, academics and scholars.
Beyond representatives of the two great Sunni and Shiite groups, there are also representatives from smaller groups, sects and even diverging trends, for example the most mystic of those trends (Sufi), who are largely represented in the West. There are also for example Ismailites, derived from the Shiites; jafaarites, also a derivative of Shia Islam; ribadites, which is an ancient group of Islam, rarely spoken of but which has a representation in Yemen.
This indicates a broadening of consensus within a certain Islamic quarter, a step towards what Islam calls ijmaa (consensus). In the Islamic tradition every point of faith is founded in three sources: the Koran, on the muhammadian tradition (hadith or that is the sayings and life of Mohammad), community consensus, in other words ijmaa. This third step up until now has never really been evaluated. Actually, there is deep division in the Islamic world: one day one Imam says one thing; the next day he says something different. 
This letter does not say that there is agreement between all Muslims, but it shows a concerted move towards a certain consensus. This convergence came about under the auspices of the King of Jordan, and the Aal al-Bayt (family of the Prophet of Islam) foundation, led by the king’s uncle Prince Hassan. This man represents the best of Islam today, from the point of view of reflection, openness and devotion. Being a devote and faithful Muslim, he married a Hindu who – quite unusual in modern Islam – did not have to convert to Islam, as is being demanded of the Christian women today in the West, but which is in no way foreseen in the Koran.
The first positive point of the letter is therefore the fact that it is highly representative, coming from a converging group. The letter is also representative because it has been sent throughout the Christian world. If you take a look at those to whom it has been addressed, you can see a carefully drawn up and complete list: besides the pope we have all of the eastern Christian traditions, the patriarchs of the Calcedonian and pre Calcedonian Churches; then the protestant Churches and finally the World Council of Churches. Which amply shows that behind this letter is someone who knows and understands Christianity and the history of the Church.


I - THE STRUCTURE
On coming to the content of the letter what is immediately striking is the fact that the title has been taken from the Koran: “A Common Word between Us and You” (Sura of the family of Imran, 3:64). This is what Mohammed says to the Christians in the Koran: when he sees that he cannot reach agreement with them, then he says: Come let us agree on at least one common ground: that we shall worship none but God (the oneness of God) “and that we shall ascribe no partner unto Him, and that none of us shall take others for lords beside God.”. 
What must be noted is that this common word in the Koran, does not take into consideration any definition of Mohammed. This sentence does not speak of Mohammad as a prophet, or the last messenger of God. What is underlined is the common word and the oneness of God. Which in itself is a positive step, exactly starting from the Koran.
The structure of the letter is composed of three parts: the first is entitled “love of god”, subdivided into two, “love of god in Islam” and “love of god as the first and greatest commandment in the bible”. In reality, the title in the original Arabic is more precise, it says “in the Gospel”. By using the word “Bible” (which includes the New and Old Testament) Judaism can be included in the discourse (even if the letter is only addressed to Christians). The second part is entitled “love of the neighbour” (hubb al-jâr). Also subdivided in two: «love of the neighbour in Islam» and « love of the neighbour in the Bible». Where once again the original Arabic says “in the Gospel”.
The third part concludes by taking up the Koran citation: “come to a common word between us and you”, and offers an interesting analysis in three parts: “common word”, “come to a common word” and “between us and you”.


II - REFLECTIONS ON THE CONTENT
I desire to make some observations regarding this structure.
First and foremost, there is continuity between the first and second letter. The first letter concluded on the necessity to arrive at an agreement based on love for God and for our neighbour. With this the scholars wish to say: we are now developing on what we announced as the basis for all relations between Islam and Christianity.
It is most interesting to note that the vocabulary used is a Christian vocabulary and not a Muslim one. The word “neighbour” (in the Christian sense of brethren) does not exist in the Koran; it is typical of the New Testament. In fact, the Arabic text does not use the word “neighbour/brethren” but “neighbour” (jâr), which only has a geographical meaning (like a neighbour who lives next door), compared to the Christian term qarîb, which also means “brethren”.
The word “love” is rarely used in the Koran. It is not even part of the names of God. It is never said that God is a lover, even if there are less striking synonyms. Instead the word is widely used in Christianity. Moreover if the first part, love of God in Islam, is analysed, we Christians would refer to it as “obedience to God”, not “love”. But here they have termed it so, to align themselves to the Christian vocabulary. Which is a lovely thought but also a little dangerous as it risks falling into the trap of “settling”. Usually Muslims speak of the adoration of God; but the theme of Love for God is another discourse, which is not excluded from Islam, but found abundantly in the world of Sufism.
Either way in this letter, speaking of “love of God” is a novelty. Perhaps it is even an able way of referring to Pope Benedict’s first encyclical (Deus caritas est). It certainly shows a desire to draw near to the Christian way of speaking, even if at the same time there is the risk of taking two meanings from the same word.

OTHER QUESTIONS OF VOCABULARY
In this context, the Arab version of the letter uses different terminologies compared to the French, Italian, or English versions. We have already noted that where the Arabic speaks of the Gospel the western languages speak of the Bible. I will give other examples.
For example: speaking of Christ, in the western versions “Jesus Christ” is always cited. In the Arab versions: "Issa- al-Massih”. This expression cannot be found in the Koran, but is the combined result of how the Muslims call Jesus (Issa) – Arab Christians call him “Jasua” – and the Christian definition of “al-Massih”, Christ, which is found in the Koran. The expression in the Koran is “Al-Massih Issa Ibn Mariam” (the Messiah Issa son of Mary), while the usual Christian expression “Jasua’ al-Massih” (Jesus Christ). The text of the letter is littered with expressions from the Koran intermingled with Christian expressions.
When they quote from the Koran and the Bible, they use two different measures. Quoting from the Koran they say “God said”, as does every good Muslim. When the quote versus from the bible, they only say “as it is found in the New Testament”, “as it is read in the Gospel”, etc. … Which means that they use, in terms of the Bible, a more scholarly studious approach, while for the Koran they use the terminology of a believer in Islam.
But in the end the structure is truly beautiful: from here on in we may say that Christianity, Judaism and Islam have love of God and of ones neighbour as the heart of their faith. This is the real novelty which has never before been said by the Islamic world.

USE OF THE BIBLE
In quotations from the New and Old Testament, they take for granted that the Bible is the word of God. This too is a relative novelty. In the Koran this idea is theoretically affirmed, but it is rejected in practice. Very often Muslims consider the Bible as a product (muharrafah or mubaddalah) manipulated by later additions to the original nucleus.
The 138 (in note 4) even go as far as to quote St Paul regarding the idea of the “heart”. St Paul is in general totally rejected by the vast majority of Muslims, he is even considered as a traitor of Jesus Christ’s message, which according to them was originally an “Islamic message”. Often Muslims claim that Christ’s message was like that of the Koran, but that Paul introduced the Trinity, Redemption through the Cross, and the rejection of Moses’ law. A famous anti-Christian book, published in 2000 and banned in Lebanon, is entitled “Unmasking Paul”!
All of these little signs show a real desire for dialogue at the level of language and biblical testimonies. There are even some allusions to Hebraism, in order to integrate it in this vision. Using for example the term “people of the scriptures”, it is clear that this refers to the Jews, even if the discourse is officially addressed to Christians.


III. POSITIVE APPRECIATION AND A CRITICAL READING
Let us now try to see other positive aspects of this document, while at the same time pointing out its gaps and elements which provoke the need for deeper reflections. In short, I would like to make a critical reading of the Letter.

THE SEARCH FOR A COMMON BASIS... BUT NOT A UNIVERSAL ONE
On coming to the content of the letter my impression is that by staying at this level it is quite easy to reach agreement. The method being used is to choose excerpts from sacred texts that can be paralleled. In the Koran there are texts that are a contradiction of Christianity, but they chose those which are closer and more similar. This is an important step but if we remain on this level, we risk casting a dialogue based on ambiguities. In any case as a first step it is useful to highlight our common foundations.
Even in the Christian tradition there is a search for a common basis with other religions, as well as cultures. This basis, from the Christian point of view, is not based on the Bible or Koran, because this would exclude non-believers. The common basis is natural law, the Commandments seen as the natural laws, a common ethics accepted even by atheists.
In a speech to the International Theological Commission on October 5th last the pope spoke of natural moral law, to “justify and illustrate the foundations of a universal ethic which belongs to the great patrimony of human wisdom and which allows the rational creature to participate in God’s law”. Benedict XVI continues then in reference to the Catechism of the Catholic Church (n. 1955): moral life “has as its pivot aspirations and submission to God, source and judge of all good, and the sense that the other is equal to you”. The Commandments are “natural law” and were not revealed in a strict sense.
The pontiff continues by saying that starting from natural law, “in itself accessible to every rational creature, the basis for entering into dialogue with all people of goodwill, and civil society is laid”.
Just as the signatories of the Letter, the pope is trying to find a common basis for dialogue with everyone; this basis cannot be Scriptures, it is instead universal ethics founded on natural law.
The letter sent by Muslim experts to Christians stops at what is common in the Bible and the Koran. I think that the next step between Christians and Muslims is to find a more universal basis. This can include some elements of the sacred Scriptures as long as acceptable to all; but it should also go beyond this, to find a basis for universal dialogue.
This is what is missing from the letter, which only attempts to re-establish relations between Christians and Muslims. This is clearly stated in the introduction, recalling that together “we represent over 55% of the world’s population”. Thus by reaching an agreement we could almost impose peace in the world. It is a tactical, political approach. We need to move towards the rational foundation of peace, found in truth.


This is why, as Cardinal Tauran pointed out, the text is interesting, it opens some new roads in both its method and contents, but it needs to be explored more deeply to make it more objective and non-selective, to render it more universal and less political.


DISTINGUISHING BETWEEN POLITICS AND PEOPLE
From this point of view, we must add one more note of criticism. At a certain point the letter asks Christians to “consider Muslims not as being against them, but with them, on the condition that Christians do not declare war”. Here perhaps they are alluding to the problems in Palestine, Iraq and Afghanistan…..but there it is not Christians as such who are committed to war.
The Americans in Iraq (if it is this to which the letter refers) are not in Iraq as Christians who oppress Muslims: neither the Muslim nor the Christian element has any relevance here. It is rather a political issue between the United States and the Middle Eastern States. And even if we know that the president of the United States is a Christian and that he is led by his faith, it can be in no way claimed that this is a war of Christians against Muslims.
This is an important point because Muslims tend to see the West as a Christian power, without ever realising the point to which the West has been secularised and far from Christian ethics. This line of thought strengthens the theory of a clash of cultures (or religions), right at a time when steps are being taken to fight such a theory!


A BEAUTIFUL CONCLUSION: COEXISTENCE IN DIVERSITY
One last point. In the letter the Koran verse on tolerance is quoted: “Had God willed He could have made you one community. But that He may try you by that which He hath given you (He hath made you as ye are). So vie one with another in good works. Unto God ye will all return, and He will then inform you of that wherein ye differ” (Al-Ma’idah, n. 5:48). 
This sura is the penultimate in chronological order in the Koran. This means that this can not have been cancelled or overtaken by another, according to the Islamic theory of Koran interpretation, the so-called from the abrogate to the abrogated (nâsikh wa-l-mansûkh). This verse is fundamental because it states that our religious diversities are destined by God. The result is: “So vie one with another in good works” as a method of dialogue. This is truly a beautiful choice for concluding the Letter, because it means that we can live together despite our difference, moreover that God wants these difference!


TOWARDS THE FUTURE 
This Letter is a first step in dialogue between Christians and Muslims. Often Christians have taken the initiative regarding dialogue, and they have so done well. It is important that this first steps continue in this direction with increased clarity, even showing differences and the need for correction. As the Letter is addressed to various leaders of the Christian world, we can hope that there will be a reply to this letter, which is the result of an immense effort by the Muslim part.
But this Letter is certainly also addressed to Muslims, even if not explicitly. What weight will it bring to bear in the Muslim world, considering that priests continue to be kidnapped, apostates persecuted, Christians oppressed? Up until now there has been no comment from the Islamic side. But I think that with time this document could create an opening and a greater convergence.
Above all, it is to be hoped that the next step will focus on the more delicate issues of religious freedom, the absolute value of human rights, the relationship between religion and society, the use of violence, etc.., in short current issues that worry both the Muslim world (and I would say above all Muslim people) as well as the West.

Note

[1] For the complete text of the Letter in English see: http://www.acommonword.com/index.php?lang=en&page=downloads
Cardinal Praises Muslims for "Eloquent" Letter - Says Good Will Can Help to Overcome Prejudices
https://zenit.org/articles/cardinal-praises-muslims-for-eloquent-letter/ 

Paris, October 19, 2007 (Zenit.org)
The president of the Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue praised the recent letter sent by 138 Muslim scholars as "an eloquent example of a dialogue among spiritualities."
Cardinal Jean-Louis Tauran said this in an interview published today by the French Catholic daily La Croix, in which he commented on the letter sent last week. The text was addressed to Benedict XVI and the heads of Christian churches, and proposed that the two faiths cooperate in establishing peace and understanding in the world.
The 138 signatories of the letter offered an open invitation to Christians to unite with Muslims over what is most essential to their respective faiths -- the commandment of love.
The appeal was welcomed by Anglican, Lutheran and evangelical leaders and the World Council of Churches.
Cardinal Tauran called the letter a "positive initiative, insofar as the text proposes cooperation based on common values: acknowledgement of one God, love of God for all mankind and the necessity to love one's neighbor."
"One aspect that struck me in a particular way is that, perhaps for the first time, the text signed by the Muslims presented Jesus of the Gospel with citations from the New Testament, and not from citations of the Koran," he added.
Eloquence 
The cardinal also praised the appeal as "an eloquent example of a dialogue among spiritualities." He noted that the text was signed both by Sunni and Shiite Muslims, and "demonstrated that with good will and respectful dialogue, we can rise above prejudices." The president of the dicastery said, however, that theological dialogue with Muslims would be difficult: "Muslims do not accept that one can question the Quran, because it was written, they say, by dictation from God. With such an absolute interpretation, it is difficult to discuss the contents of faith." Cardinal Tauran commented on the 21st International Encounter of Peoples and Religions, which will take place Sunday. Benedict XVI will preside over the meeting's opening Mass in Naples' Piazza del Plebiscito. This year's meeting has the theme "Toward a World Without Violence: Religions and Cultures in Dialogue." The international encounters were inspired by the World Day of Prayer for Peace convened by Pope John Paul II in Assisi in October 1986.
For the cardinal, interreligious meetings such as the one in Naples "allow the 'spirit of Assisi' to survive." He added that the gatherings are also reminders of the goal of peace, and that religion should be a factor in that process.
"If believers were consistent with their faith," he said, "maybe the world would be different. Because it is not religion that makes war, but men. In the end, religions are accused because of those who use religion for terrorist activities. Religion created fear because it was perverted by terrorism."

Limits 
Cardinal Tauran didn't comment on what Benedict XVI's message will be for Sunday's meeting, but did recall that in a letter to the bishop of Assisi in 2006, the Pontiff spoke of " the limitations of these interreligious meetings." "I believe that this was always very clear," he added, "and even from the beginning: each one prays a different way. This is not syncretism. The dialogue itself presupposes an otherness, a difference. Otherwise, if we were in accord, there wouldn't be dialogue.
"Hence, each party must be concerned with its own spiritual identity. We ourselves have, as Christians, to manifest that Jesus Christ reveals God in a complete and definitive manner."
Regarding dialogue with other religions, Cardinal Tauran said: "The discourses of the Pope are very clear. He said, in Cologne: 'Dialogue with Islam it not an option, but a vital necessity upon which depends our future.' Furthermore, a text like 'Dominus Iesus' puts the parameters to avoid religious syncretism.
"We must not put our flag in our pocket, and we should clearly show in whom we believe. Also, when we look at the teachings of the Pope, the themes of reflection with the non-Christian religions emerge: the sacred character of life; to cultivate the fundamental values, for example, the family, the place of religion in education."

Cooperation 
Regarding the organization of his dicastery, the president of the interreligious council said: "Improvements should be made in the relationships between organisms such as the Pontifical Institute for Arabic Studies and Islam, the Secretariat of State, the Congregation for Eastern Churches and the Congregation for the Evangelization of Peoples.
"The situation of Christians living in Muslim-majority countries is very different depending on the physiognomy of the country: The Christian living in Indonesia is not in the same situation as the one living in Morocco and Lebanon. There are different ways of incarnating Islam, and we should have this diversity in mind in our dialogue."
Cardinal Tauran also addressed the problem that Muslims can build mosques in Europe while many Islamic states limit or ban church building: "In a dialogue among believers, it is fundamental to say what is good for one is good for the other."

Cardinal sees difficulties in talks with Islam 

http://www.catholicconvert.com/blog/2007/10/23/cardinal-sees-difficulties-in-talks-with-islam/ 
Rome, October 23, 2007 (CWNews.com) 

Responding to an initiative by 138 Islamic officials, the president of the Pontifical Council for Inter-Religious Dialogue has welcomed a bid for talks between Christian and Muslim leaders, but warned about inevitable difficulties in that dialogue. In an interview with the French newspaper La Croix, Cardinal Jean-Louis Tauran pointed out that Muslims do not accept the sort of inter-religious dialogue that Christians have come to expect. For example, he said, Muslims "will not allow in-depth discussion of the Qu'ran," since they believe that the words were literally dictated by Allah, and any questioning of the text borders on blasphemy. Because Islamic leaders refuse to discuss the fundamental basis of their beliefs, the French cardinal said, "it is difficult to discuss the content of their faith." 
Cardinal Tauran said that insofar as talks with Muslims can be pursued, Christian leaders should insist that Islamic societies 
respect religious freedom, in the same way that the western world respects the rights of Muslims. Specifically, he said, "if they can have mosques in Europe, it is reasonable to expect them to allow churches built in their countries."

"New Attitude" Noted in Muslim-Christian Relations - Pontifical Institute for Islamic Studies Responds to Open Letter

https://zenit.org/articles/new-attitude-noted-in-muslim-christian-relations/ 
Rome, October 29, 2007

A letter sent this month by scholars of Islam to Christian leaders shows that a new attitude is emerging in Muslim-Christian relations, according to an institute for Islamic studies in Rome.


The Pontifical Institute for Arabic and Islamic Studies made this affirmation Thursday in a statement that responds to the letter sent Oct. 11 by 138 Muslim scholars to Benedict XVI and other Christian leaders.
The response titled "A Common Word Between Us and You" noted that the letter sent by the scholars was "a highly significant event," and praised the wide array of signatories representing Muslims of every continent.
The text of the pontifical institute was signed by Father Miguel Ángel Ayuso Guixot, rector, Father Etienne Renaud, dean of studies, and three professors. The letter sent by the Muslim scholars, noted the pontifical institute, did "not seek refuge in a convenient one-sided protest," but rather placed "themselves as partners within humanity."
The response said that a fundamental point of the open letter sent by the Muslims was common ground, in particular the commandment to love one's neighbor: "Only this can guarantee success in a genuine relationship between culturally and religiously diverse communities." "In addition," the letter continues, "as faith always goes together with good works, as the Koran never fails to repeat, [...] love of God is inseparable from love of neighbor."
The text sent by Muslim scholars referred to various Christian texts of the Gospel, and the pontifical institute noted, "This is evidence of deep respect and genuine attentiveness to others, while at the same time of a true scientific spirit. In this respect also, we note the emergence of a new attitude."

Pontifical Institute's Response to Muslim Letter - "We Note the Emergence of a New Attitude"
https://zenit.org/articles/pontifical-institute-s-response-to-muslim-letter/  
Rome, October 29, 2007 

Here is a translation of the response published Thursday by the staff members of the Pontifical Institute for Arabic and Islamic Studies of Rome to the letter sent Oct. 11 by 138 Muslim scholars to Benedict XVI and other Christian leaders. The letter sent by the Muslims was titled "An Open Letter and Call from Muslim Religious Leaders."
A Common Word Between Us and You
"An Open Letter and Call From Muslim Religious Leaders" to leaders of different Christian Churches as a festive message on the occasion of the ending of the fast of Ramadan 1428/2007, and on the first anniversary of the 2006 "Open Letter of 38 Muslim Scholars to H.H. Pope Benedict XVI" is a highly significant event that we cannot fail to notice and must accentuate its importance. Accordingly, as members of staff of the Rome Pontifical Institute for Arabic and Islamic Studies (PISAI), concerned particularly with relations between Christians and Muslims, we believe it is our duty to express our viewpoint on this document.
In an attempt to enter with an open mind into the dynamic of this event just as it appears, we would like to register all that we appreciate in the presentation and content of these pages. We are convinced of the good faith of those who produced it, purified by their lengthy fast during Ramadan. Our long and diligent association with the cultural and religious patrimony of Islam, as well as our regular contacts with members of the Muslim community enables us to take note of the originality of this gesture and entitles us to draw the attention of non-Muslims to it qualities.
Firstly, we were impressed by the broad scope of this text. Its breadth at the level of the signatories, one hundred and thirty-eight Muslim personalities from numerous countries of every continent, whose religious affiliations demonstrate a great variety. There was breadth also at the level of the addressees, all leaders of different Christian Churches, including twenty-eight named explicitly.
In the same line of observation, we highlight the extent of the area under consideration: Muslims, Christians, Jews and people worldwide. The authors of the letter do not seek refuge in a convenient one-sided protest on behalf of the "umma," but on the contrary, place themselves as partners within humanity. For it, they offer their way of perceiving its foundations and principles, accepted also by other communities, in view of its survival in an effectual and general peace.
The broad sweep of its perspectives is also a noteworthy feature of this text. Admittedly, its authors are interested in the fate of the present world, at stake here and now, but also in that of the 'eternal souls', a destiny determined elsewhere and in the future. This dual aim, at once immanent and transcendent, runs a strong and liberating current throughout this discourse. Naturally, we are equally struck by the fundamental character of the issue in question: God and humankind. It is much easier to confine oneself to ideas that are all the more generous for being vague and general, than to call attention in this way to the urgency of God's rights and those of humanity that demand continual awareness and an active and concrete love from each individual.
We are also keenly aware of the special treatment that the signatories of this letter give to the supreme point of reference that undergirds "the other" as Jew or Christian, namely, the dual commandment of love of God and neighbour in Deuteronomy and in Matthew's Gospel. This willingness to acknowledge another person in the deepest desire of what he or she wants to be seems to us one of the key points of this document. Only this can guarantee success in a genuine relationship between culturally and religiously diverse communities.
At the same time, we appreciate the way the authors of this text, as Muslims, see the proper definition of their own identity in these two commandments. They do so not by compliance or by politicking, but truly, solely on the basis of their proclamation of divine uniqueness, (al-tawhîd), the pivot of Muslim belief. Indeed, we acknowledge that the radical acceptance of divine uniqueness is one of the most authentic expressions of love owed to God alone. In addition, as faith always goes together with good works, as the Koran never fails to repeat, (al-ladîna âmanû wa 'amilû al-sâlihât : al-Baqara 2, 25), love of God is inseparable from love of neighbour.
We are grateful to those who challenge us, thus underlining the agreement over the essential that underpins our diverse communities of believers, nonetheless keeping a realistic and bold vision in place. 

In effect, on the one hand, they do not erase the differentiation of our Christological options and on the other, they do not disregard the problem of religious freedom (lâ ikrâha fî l-dîn: al-Baqara 2, 256), which they consider a crucial issue. This realism does not prevent them from having a positive view concerning obstacles and differences that remain between us. This means that faithful to the Koranic tradition that inspires them, they only see in it an opportunity for competition in the pursuit of the common good, (fa-stabiqû l-hayrât: al-Mâ'ida 5, 48). Undoubtedly, this positive view of problems enabled them to avoid controversy, to surpass themselves, to shoulder and ignore their disappointment to a response that did not rise to their expectations in the outcome of their letter of 2006 addressed to H.H. Pope Benedict XVI.
Reading this document, we notice on their part the presence of a new and creative attitude relative to the Koranic text and that of the Prophetic tradition. This is in reference to certain historical interpretations, marked by particular situations that made access relatively restricted as far as the consideration of non-Muslims was concerned. In particular, we have in mind the general application they give to the Âl 'Imrân 3, 113-115 verses, relative to 'a staunch community who recite the revelations of God in the night season, falling prostrate,' that many commentators had up to then considered only in relation to Christians on the point of converting.
We are pleased to see that the biblical and Gospel quotations used in this document come from the sources and that explanations given are on occasion based on the original languages: Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek. This is evidence of deep respect and genuine attentiveness to others, while at the same time of a true scientific spirit. In this respect also, we note the emergence of a new attitude.
In conclusion, we wish to insist on the a priori positive attitude of the writers of this text in their interpretation of the three parallel passages in the Synoptic Gospels. They could have chosen a much more restrictive and minimalist exegesis with which the Christian tradition would have provided them without difficulty and of which they were surely aware. Inspired by their attitude, we also would only hold to the maximum interpretation according to which the texts of the Koran and the Prophetic tradition do not only restrict to members of the umma the benefits that any good Muslim may lavish on his neighbour, for the sake of his faith in God and in his exclusive love for him.
Differences in our languages and in our hues, (ihtilâf alsinati-kum wa alwâni-kum: al-Rûm 30, 22), that is, our deep cultural differences, will be far from engendering suspicion, distrust, contempt and dissension in us, as it often turned out in the history of our relations and still is the case in the world today. Such a document encourages us to pursue our commitment with determination, so that these variations will be seen as signs for those who know, (inna fî dâlika la-âyâtin li-l-'âlimîna), that is, as the mercy of Our Lord.
Rome, 25th October 2007
Rev. Fr. Miguel Ángel Ayuso Guixot, Rector
Rev. Fr. Etienne Renaud, Dean of Studies
Rev. Fr. Michel Lagarde, Professor
Rev. Fr. Valentino Cottini, Professor
Rev. Fr. Felix Phiri, Professor

How the Church of Rome Is Responding to the Letter of the 138 Muslims

For now, only the experts are speaking, while the official response is studied. But meanwhile, Cardinal Jean-Louis Tauran and Libyan theologian Aref Ali Nayed are exchanging a series of messages. Here are the complete texts 
http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/173961?eng=y 
By Sandro Magister, Rome, November 2, 2007

They began a year ago, 38 of them, with an open letter to Benedict XVI one month after his lecture in Regensburg. They soon grew to 100. Last October 11, they were 138, and they wrote a second letter to the pope and to the other heads of the Christian Churches. Now they are 144, from 44 nations, belonging to the different currents and schools of Muslim thought – Sunni, Shiite, Ismaili, Ja'fari, Ibadi. 
The latest signature came on October 26. It was that of Tariq Ramadan, the most controversial Islamic thinker in the West. He resides in Geneva, is president of the European Muslim Network in Brussels, and teaches at Oxford. But he is also the nephew and disciple of the founder of the Muslim Brotherhood, historically a foundry of fundamentalism. 
Among the scholarly Muslims who signed the second letter to the pope, Ramadan is not the only one who provokes alarm. There's the rector of Al-Azhar University in Cairo, Ahmad Muhammad al-Tayeb; there's the sheikh Izz al-Din Ibrahim, founder of the University of the United Arab Emirates; and there are others like them who exalt as "martyrs" the terrorists who blow themselves up in a market, on a bus, in a school. 
It is a strident contrast with a letter that aims to make the love of God and neighbor the "common word" between Muslims and Christians. But the task facing the leaders of the Church of Rome is to look at the effective novelties and the positive elements of the Muslim initiative, and to prepare an adequate response. 
While after the letter from the 38 in October of 2006, no response came from the Vatican – to the great disappointment of the Muslims who had written it – after this next letter from the 138, there immediately came authoritative signals of appreciation. The first came from Cardinal Jean-Louis Tauran, president of the pontifical council for interreligious dialogue. 
The second came from Cardinal Angelo Scola, patriarch of Venice and founder of a study center and of a magazine in multiple languages, including Arabic and Urdu, "Oasis," both dedicated to the Christian Churches in Muslim-ruled countries. 
Tauran announced over Vatican Radio that the letter "will certainly receive a response." 


But the experts have already moved into action, in anticipation of the official response that will be released in a few months, not by Benedict XVI himself, but by the ad hoc Vatican office headed by cardinal Tauran. 
The PISAI – Pontifical Institute of Arab and Islamic Studies – has begun planning a conference with Muslim, Christian, and Jewish scholars, and on October 25 it published its own commentary on the letter by the 138, signed by its president, Fr. Miguel Angel Ayuso Guixot, and by four of the institute's professors: Frs. Etienne Renaud, Michel Lagarde, Valentino Cottini, and Felix Phiri. 
Two other in-depth commentaries on the letter have been written by two Jesuit scholars of Islam who have pope Joseph Ratzinger's great attention and respect: Samir Khalil Samir, from Egypt, and Christian W. Troll, from Germany. 
Both the analysis by Fr. Troll and the commentary by the PISAI scholars emphasize, among the letter's virtues and original features, the fact that it also addresses the Jews amicably, especially where it says that the love of God is the first commandment, not only in the Qur'an and the Christian Gospel, but also "in the Old Testament and the Jewish liturgy." 
But what most attracts the attention of the Church authorities are the new developments within the Islamic camp. Never before have Muslims of such different tendencies found themselves in agreement, and moreover on the mine-strewn terrain of relations with Christians. 
The initiative began in Amman, with Jordan's King Abdullah and above all with Prince Ghazi bin Muhammad bin Talal, president of the Aal al-Bayt Institute for Islamic Thought, a well-educated Muslim who is married to a Hindu and who, according to Jesuit Fr. Samir, displays "today's Islam at its best." 
Also from Jordan is Sohail Nakhooda, director of "Islamica Magazine," a periodical read by Muslim professors in the universities of England and America. 
Two other prominent members of the brain trust are the sheikh Hamza Yusuf Hanson, director of the Zaytuna Institute in California, and Libyan theologian Aref Ali Nayed, a professor at Cambridge University, and previously an instructor at the Pontifical Institute of Arab and Islamic Studies. 
And then there is Yahya Sergio Yahe Pallavicini, the only Italian to sign the letter of the 138, a scholar who together with Nayed acts as a representative with Vatican authorities. 
The initial objective of the Amman committee was to reinforce doctrinal and practical consensus in the Muslim camp, especially between Shiites and Sunnis. In 2004, a document of agreement on three points was endorsed by more than 500 Islamic leaders, some of them on opposite ends of the spectrum, including the anti-Khomeini grand ayatollah al-Sistani, Sheikh Tantawi of al-Azhar University, the ideological leader of the Muslim Brotherhood, al-Qaradawi, and even Iranian president Ahmadinejad. 
Then, on September 12, 2006, came Benedict XVI's stunning lecture in Regensburg. And the committee attempted the great step of extending a friendly hand to the pope and to his thesis on faith and reason. 
The endorsements of intolerant Muslims were left to fall by the wayside. But with the two letters of the 38 and of the 138, a new and daring road has been opened, one never before taken, with unforeseeable developments around the bend. 
This road also has its obstacles, as shown by the following synopsis. 

The first roadblocks 
On Sunday, October 21, Benedict XVI was having lunch during a visit to Naples. Sitting with the pope was one of the signatories of the letter sent to him from the 138 Muslims, Sheikh Izz al-Din Ibrahim, of the United Arab Emirates. But there was also the head rabbi of Israel, Yona Metzger. And only the presence of the pope restored the peace between the two, after the first difficulties flared up. 
But that afternoon, after Benedict XVI left to return to Rome, the sheikh and the rabbi resumed their quarreling, this time in public, at the inaugural forum of the interreligious meeting organized by the community of Sant'Egidio. Rabbi Metzger accused of duplicity those who talk about peace, and at the same time remain silent about Iran's threats to wipe Israel from the face of the earth. Sheikh Ibrahim rebutted by turning the accusation back against the enemies of "peaceful" Iran, and first among them "the puppet state" of Israel, crammed full of "weapons of mass destruction." 
But behind the scenes of the meeting in Naples lurked another controversy, which would come back to bite the Vatican authorities. 
It was sparked by a statement from Cardinal Jean-Louis Tauran, president of the pontifical council for interreligious dialogue, in an October 18 interview with the French Catholic newspaper "La Croix." 
This was the cardinal's statement: "We can have theological discussions with some religions. But not with Islam, or at least not for now. Muslims do not accept that the Qur'an can be debated, because it was written, they say, at the dictation of God. With such an absolute interpretation, it is difficult to discuss the content of their faith with them." 
Having read this statement, some of the signatories of the letter of the 138 –including Aref Ali Nayed – drafted a statement of their own in which they criticized not only cardinal Tauran, but also Benedict XVI himself, from whom, they emphasized, "Muslims are still awaiting a proper response." 
And they wrote: "Dialogue is not about imposing one’s views on the other side, nor deciding oneself what the other side is and is not capable of, nor even of what the other side believes." 
Nevertheless, not all the Muslims consulted were in favor of publicizing such a polemical statement. Some of them objected that it would chill the dialogue it was hoped would follow the letter of the 138. In the end, the statement was given to the community of Sant'Egidio, which entered it among the proceedings of the meeting in Naples, without publicizing it: 
A Communiqué by Muslim Scholars... 


But Nayed came back to this issue in an interview on October 31 with Cindy Wooden of "Catholic News Service," the agency of the United States' bishops' conference. The interview has been published in its entirety by "Islamica Magazine": 
Aref Ali Nayed Interview with CNS 
The central portion of the interview includes an extensive, complex explanation of the Islamic interpretation of the Qur'an, placed beside the Catholic interpretation of the Sacred Scriptures. In Nayed's view, the Islamic interpretation of the Qur'an not only does not clash with modern Catholic exegesis of the Bible, but it preceded and nourished this. And therefore the dialogue between Muslims and Christians should not be limited to the principles of natural ethics, but should be "theologically and spiritually grounded." 
As for the possibility for Muslims to "debate the Qur'an," the views among the leaders of the Catholic Church are more nuanced than cardinal Tauran's statement implies. 
At the meeting in Naples, Cardinal Walter Kasper, in an address about the Scriptures in the monotheistic religions, said that "interpretation and adaptation to new historical and cultural situations, without discarding the essential content of the Qur'an," is an open rather than a closed question in the Muslim camp. 
And this is also the thought of Benedict XVI, both before and after his lecture in Regensburg. 

A reminder on names, events, documents 
In the interest of reviewing, at the origin of the first public letter written to a pope by a group of scholarly Muslims is Benedict XVI's lecture in Regensburg, on September 12, 2006. 
The text of the papal lecture is on the Vatican website: 
Faith, Reason and the University: Memories and Reflections 
The letter of the 38 scholarly Muslims, who later became 100, addressed to the pope one month after the lecture in Regensburg, in mid-October of 2006, is reviewed on this page of www.chiesa: 
The Regensburg Effect: The Open Letter from 38 Muslims to the Pope (18.10.2006) 
An extensive debate took place in the months following the release of these two texts. A number of contributions were written for www.chiesa by, in particular, the Muslim theologian Aref Ali Nayed, one of the signers of the letter to the pope, and Alessandro Martinetti, a Catholic scholar of metaphysics: 
Two Muslim Scholars Comment on the Papal Lecture in Regensburg (4.10.2006) 
The Church and Islam: A Sprig of Dialogue Has Sprouted in Regensburg (30.10.2006) 
On October 11, 2007, one year after the letter of the 38, a second letter was addressed to Benedict XVI and to the other heads of the Christian Churches, initially signed by 138 scholarly Muslims and released in English, Italian, French, German, Spanish, and Arabic. 
The complete text of the letter is on the website dedicated to it: A Common Word between Us and You 
This is the list of the 138 signatories, each one identified by his role and nationality: Signatories 
And these are the other signatures that the letter has drawn among Muslims since its publication: New Signatories 
On one of these additional signatures, that of Tariq Ramadan, see on www.chiesa: 
Tariq Ramadan's Two-Faced Islam. The West Is the Land of Conquest (19.1.2004) 
It must in any case be remarked that the letter of the 138 was not prompted solely by Benedict XVI's lecture in Regensburg. It has an even more important precedent, entirely within the Muslim world. This precedent is the "Amman Message," launched in 2004 in the capital of Jordan by the Aal al-Bayt Institute for Islamic Thought. 
The genesis of the "Amman Message," its objectives, its complete text, and the list of the more than 500 signatories who endorsed it are on the website for the letter of the 138: The Amman Message 
Returning to the letter of the 138, so far three notably in-depth and authoritative commentaries have been produced by Catholic scholars of Islam. The first is by Samir Khalil Samir, an Egyptian Jesuit and an instructor at the Université Saint-Joseph in Beirut. It was released on October 17 by the international agency "Asia News": 
The Letter of 138 Muslim Scholars to the Pope and Christian Leaders 
The second, from October 22, is by another Jesuit scholar of Islam, Christian W. Troll of Germany: 
Towards a common ground between Christians and Muslims? 
The third is the commentary from the Pontifical Institute of Arab and Islamic Studies, released on October 25 with the signature of the institute's head, Fr. Miguel Angel Ayuso Guixot, and of four of the institute's professors: 
Appreciation of An Open Letter and Call from Muslim Religious Leaders... 
But that's not all. During the same days when the letter of the 138 was being released, there was another important parallel form of correspondence taking place between the Catholic Church and the Muslim world. 
This is described here below. 
Ramadan 2007. The message of the Church of Rome, and the response from Aref Ali Nayed 
The end of the month of Ramadan did not bring only the publication of the letter from the 138 Muslims to the pope. 
There was also another message that went in the other direction, from the Church of Rome to the Muslim world. 
It was one of the messages that the pontifical council for interreligious dialogue addresses to Muslims each year, on the occasion of the feast of 'Id al-Fitr. 
This year the message, signed by cardinal Jean-Louis Tauran, was released in 22 languages. And it contains strong wording on the obligation to assure religious freedom and to condemn terrorism without reservations. 
The complete text is on the Vatican website: 
Dear Muslim Friends... 


This message received a response from one of the crafters and signatories of the letter of the 138, Aref Ali Nayed. 
Born in Libya, and the director of a technology company headquartered in the United Arab Emirates, Nayed studied the philosophy of science and hermeneutics in the United States and Canada, took classes at the Pontifical Gregorian University in Rome, and taught at the Pontifical Institute of Arab and Islamic Studies. He is a consultant for the Interfaith Program at the University of Cambridge. Nayed is an observant Sunni Muslim, and describes himself as "of the Asharite school in theology, Maliki in jurisprudential tendency, and Shadhili-Rifai in spiritual leanings." 
Over the last year, Nayed was one of the most actively engaged commentators on Benedict XVI's lecture in Regensburg, in texts that he published on www.chiesa. And it was to this website that he entrusted his response to the message from the Church of Rome for the end of Ramadan. 
It is a response of exceptional interest. Nayed recognizes that "the true teaching" of the Qur'an has been obscured, in part, by "forces of inner decay and stagnation" within the Muslim world, which have produced "the advent of legalistic, overly politicized, and spiritually-poor distortions of Islam." 
Among these distortions is the current unleashing of terrorism in the name of religion, which "each one of us is especially, theologically and morally, responsible to condemn and repudiate." 
On the positive side, Nayed upholds the full respect of religious freedom and freedom of conscience: a freedom he describes as "divinely ordained." 
And as for dialogue with men of other faiths or with non-believers, the Muslim Nayed writes: 
"There is an urgent need, for all of us, to reconcile revelation-based affirmations of rights and duties with the more recent, but popular, affirmation that come from the notions and vocabularies of the French Revolution and British liberal teachings. 
"Indeed, we are all called upon to retrieve, rehabilitate, and rearticulate the true compassionate teachings of our traditions regarding the divinely ordained value of human personhood and its associated rights, duties, and freedoms. We need to work on these issues with not only religious colleagues, but also with philosophers and jurists who invoke ‘natural’ grounds for personhood and rights. Islam does have notions of a primordial covenant and an original make-up (fitra) that can engage such discourses as those of natural law and liberalism." 
Here is the complete text: 
A MUSLIM'S MESSAGE OF THANKS FOR THE VATICAN'S "MESSAGE FOR THE END OF RAMADAN: 'ID AL-FITR 1428 H. / 2007 A.D." by Aref Ali Nayed 
In the Name of God, Merciful, Compassionate 
His Eminence, Jean-Louis Cardinal Tauran, President, 
His Excellence, Archbishop Pier Luigi Celata, Secretary, 
Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue, 
Dear Catholic Friends, Thank you! 
As one of the billion "Muslim Friends" you kindly address, this is to express heart-felt thanks for your kind message of greetings on the occasion of ‘Id al-Fitr 1428 H. 2007 C.E. 
Our Feast is Your Feast! ‘Id al-Fitr is indeed a Muslim feast, but it is also a feast of humanity in which we gratefully acknowledge and joyfully celebrate God’s unbounded compassion towards all of humanity. 
Through a month of fasting, prayer, recitation, remembrance, contemplation, and compassionate living with others, we respond to God’s compassion by living in compassion towards His creatures. We do so in love and imitation of His ultimate Prophet and gifted-compassion Muhammad (peace be upon him), and of all previous Prophets (peace be upon them), including the Messiah Jesus son of Mary (peace be upon him). 
On ‘Id days we live in utter joy and mutual goodwill and forgiveness. ‘Id is a great time for repairing all that is ruptured, and healing all that is ailing. Thus, your message of goodwill and peace comes at a most opportune time. May God (exalted is He) grace you with His peace and compassion. 
The teaching of peace and compassion that you kindly proclaim in your message is one that pertains to the very essence of Islam, and is therefore dear to the hearts of Muslims. I cherish you and thank you for sharing it. 
God is the source of all compassion and is most compassionate (al-rahman al-rahim). He has sent to humanity a sequence of compassionate Prophets, in loving manifestation of His own compassion. 
Some of these Prophets came to humanity with heavenly books of guidance and compassion (hudan wa rahma). The ultimate of these heavenly books is the Qur’an, the book of light, guidance, and compassion. 
These Prophets (peace be upon them all) preached total love and devotion to the One True God, and love and compassion towards His creatures, our neighbors. 


THE FIRST PROPHETIC TEACHING 
In our Muslim tradition, there is a revered tradition of transmitting Prophetic utterances from one teacher to another in a chain that authentically links us with the Muhammad, the Prophet of Compassion (peace be upon him). 
There is also a tradition of transmitting and receiving the very first hadith one learns from one’s teacher. This is called the ‘chain of first-ness’ (al-musalsal bil awaliayh). 
The first hadith I learned from my Sheikh al-Sayyid Muhammad al-Alawi al-Maliki (mercy be upon him), with a continuous chain all the way back to the Prophet (peace be upon him) is amazingly foundational in Islam: "The compassionate shall be shown compassion by The Compassionate (blessed and exalted is He). Have compassion upon those on earth, and the One in heaven shall have compassion upon you." 


COMPASSIONATE YOUTH 
For generations the compassionate teachings of Muhammad (peace be upon him) were successfully transmitted in Muslim communities through a revered and balanced tradition that combined doctrine (aqida covering iman), jurisprudence (fiqh covering islam), and spirituality (taswuuf covering ihsan). 
The institutions of transmission, that traditionally safeguarded the compassionate and true teaching of Islam, unfortunately suffered multiple attacks first by the forces of inner decay and stagnation, then by colonial powers and then by secularizing nationalist ideologues and rulers. 
The confiscation of religious foundations (awqaf) also led to the loss of the independent economic base for these institutions. The advent of legalistic, overly politicized, and spiritually-poor distortions of Islam have all further weakened the traditional institutions of compassion and wisdom transmission. 
Today, there is an urgent need to repair, rehabilitate, and maintain the scholarly and spiritual institutions that preserve and grow compassion in the hearts of youth. This is a challenge that is faced by all traditional communities striving to preserve their wisdom in the midst of an increasingly, and viciously, cruel and materialistic world. Dialogue with other religions and philosophies is key in keeping open enough to grow and flourish healthy institutions. 


MALIGNANT MUTATIONS OF TRADITION 
As in the case with all religions, the wholesome and compassionate teachings of the true Islamic tradition were sometimes distorted, and warped. In some cases malignant theological mutations resulted in grotesque actions. 
Just as the peace-loving teaching of Jesus Christ (peace be upon him) was sometimes warped and invoked to unleash cruel actions, the peace-loving teaching of Muhammad (peace be upon him) was sometimes also warped and invoked to unleash cruel attacks on fellow human beings, such as in the grotesque terrorist attacks of recent times. 
When it comes to crazed cruelty against God’s beloved creatures, no tradition is immune from distortion. We must all be on vigilant guard against abusive and distorting mutilations of our traditions. 
We must all unite in condemning all cruelty against even a single soul of God’s creatures, for that is equivalent to attacking all of humanity. We must unite in compassion against all cruelty, wherever it comes from, and whoever happens to practice it. However, each one of us is especially, theologically and morally, responsible to condemn and repudiate all cruelty perpetrated in the name of his or her religious tradition. 
When it comes to theological mutilations and distortions, we humans tend to be very good at detecting them in others. It is very easy for all of us to fall into self-righteous and judgmental modes. Here it is important to point out that, as a Muslim, I do take to heart, with utter respect, the following passages from Christian Scriptures, of which we should all be constantly reminded (Matthew 7): 
"Judge not, that you be not judged. For with the judgment you pronounce you will be judged, and the measure you give will be the measure you get. Why do you see the speck that is in your brother's eye, but do not notice the log that is in your own eye? Or how can you say to your brother, 'Let me take the speck out of your eye,' when there is the log in your own eye?" 
One of the key gifts of dialogue is that it can help us keep each other honest. The Prophet (peace be upon him) says that "the believer is the mirror of his fellow believer". By being mirrors for each other, we keep each other focused on the true and sincere service to the One God, and help each other cure the eye-troubles that impair our spiritual sight. 


RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 
As a Muslim, I readily share with you the insistence on the importance of respecting religious freedom and freedom of conscience. Such freedom is divinely ordained into the very personhood of human beings through the original divine breath, and primordial covenant. This doctrine is rooted in the Qur’an itself. 
Here are some key verses: 
"If it had been Thy Lord's will, they would all have believed, all who are on earth! Wilt Thou then compel mankind, against their will, to believe!" (10:99) 
"Let there be no compulsion in religion: truth stands out Clear from error: Whoever rejects evil and believes In God hath grasped the Most trustworthy hand-hold, that never breaks and God heareth and knoweth all things." (2:256) 
"It is true Thou wilt not be able to guide every one, whom Thou lovest; but God guides those whom He will and He knows best those who receive guidance." (28:56) 
Now, that being said, of course, Muslim communities everywhere do face the challenge of living up to the Qur’anic imperative, just as other religious communities face their own challenges. The complex issues of balancing human rights, human duties, and communal integrity and wellbeing are in need of urgent studies and discussions. Accumulated and normative juridical rulings, from different ages and different circumstances must be addressed, engaged, and updated. Such a task demands tremendous work and fresh juridical striving by all concerned. Dialogue is key to this important work as well. 
However, these issues are faced by all religious traditions, and there is an urgent need, for all of us, to reconcile revelation-based affirmations of rights and duties with the more recent, but popular, affirmation that come from the notions and vocabularies of the French Revolution and British Liberal teachings. 
Indeed, we are all called upon to retrieve, rehabilitate, and rearticulate the true compassionate teachings of our traditions regarding the divinely ordained value of human personhood and its associated rights, duties, and freedoms. 

We need to work on these issues with not only religious colleagues, but also with philosophers and jurists who invoke ‘natural’ grounds for personhood and rights. Islam does have notions of a primordial covenant and an original make-up (fitra) that can engage such discourses as those of natural law and liberalism. 


ENDING THE SPIRAL OF CONFLICT THROUGH FORGIVENESS 
Your insight into the importance of education for peace and compassion, and its potential role in ending the spiral of conflict, in which humanity is caught today, is very much appreciated. 
The most important element of such a wholesome education is the teaching of forgiveness. Most cruelty today is practiced in the name of justice based on grievances, often real, sometimes only perceived, and conveniently supported by false logics of "reciprocity", and even "justice", that often drag us down into endless spirals of vengeful tit-for-tat. 
Our two traditions both clearly value forgiveness. Alas, we humans are often not very good practitioners of it. Sadly, our two communities often fail in this important regard. Here is what the Qur’an tells a Muslim to do: 
"Repel evil with that which is best: we are well acquainted with the things They say." (23:96) 
"Nor can goodness and evil be equal. Repel (evil) with what is better: then will He between whom and Thee was hatred become As it were Thy friend and intimate!" (41:34) 
"Let them forgive and overlook, do you not wish that God should forgive you? For God is Oft-forgiving, Most Merciful." (24:22) 
Here is what the Bible tells the Christian to do (Matthew 5): 
"You have heard that it was said, `An eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth.' But I say to you, Do not resist one who is evil. But if any one strikes you on the right cheek, turn to him the other also; and if any one would sue you and take your coat, let him have your cloak as well; and if any one forces you to go one mile, go with him two miles. Give to him who begs from you, and do not refuse him who would borrow from you. You have heard that it was said, `You shall love your neighbor and hate your enemy.' But I say to you, Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you, so that you may be sons of your Father who is in heaven; for he makes his sun rise on the evil and on the good, and sends rain on the just and on the unjust. For if you love those who love you, what reward have you? Do not even the tax collectors do the same? And if you salute only your brethren, what more are you doing than others? Do not even the Gentiles do the same?" 
Compassion and forgiveness are key to the breaking the stranglehold of cruelty in our world today. Our mutual accusations and self-righteous demands just make things worse. The stereotyping of the other, and the non-hearing, or hearing-but-ignoring of good gestures coming from the other are all ways in which we humans often serve our own arrogant egos, but definitely not our beloved and compassionate Creator (Exalted is He). 


PRAYER 
Let me conclude this long note of thanks for your kind ‘Id Message, by invoking two Qur’anic prayers: 
"Moses prayed: "O My Lord! Forgive me and my brother! Admit us to Thy mercy! For Thou art the Most Merciful of those who Show mercy!" (7:151) 
"Then will He be of those who believe, and enjoin patience, (constancy, and self-restraint), and enjoin deeds of kindness and compassion." (90:17) 
May God (exalted is He) encompass all of us within His infinite compassion. He knows best.
Why Benedict XVI Is So Cautious with the Letter of the 138 Muslims
http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/178461bdc4.html?eng=y 
Because the kind of dialogue he wants is completely different. The pope is asking Islam to make the same journey that the Catholic Church made under pressure from the Enlightenment. Love of God and neighbor must be realized in the full acceptance of religious freedom.
By Sandro Magister, Rome, November 26, 2007 – The letter from the 138 Muslims addressed last month to Benedict XVI and to the heads of the other Christian churches received a spectacular collective reply in a message signed by 300 scholars and published in "The New York Times" on November 18. The message originated in the Divinity School of Yale University, specifically through the initiative of its dean, Harold W. Attridge, a professor of New Testament exegesis. 
The signatories belong mainly to the Protestant confessions, of both "evangelical" and "liberal" strains, and include such a celebrity as the theologian Harvey Cox. But the list of the 300 also includes a Catholic bishop, Camillo Ballin, the apostolic vicar in Kuwait. Other Catholics include the Islamologist John Esposito of Georgetown University and the theologians Donald Senior, a Passionist, and Thomas P. Rausch, a Jesuit from Loyola Marymount University. Also Catholic – although at the margins of orthodoxy – are Paul Knitter, a specialist on interreligious dialogue, and Elizabeth Schüssler Fiorenza, a teacher at Harvard and a feminist theologian. The message lavishes praise upon the letter of the 138. It endorses the letter's contents, or the indication of the love of God and neighbor as the "common word" between Muslims and Christians, at the center of both the Qur'an and the Bible. And it prefaces everything with a request for forgiveness to "the All-Merciful One and the Muslim community around the world." 
This is the reason given for the request for forgiveness: 
"Since Jesus Christ says: 'First take the log out of your own eye, and then you will see clearly to take the speck out of your neighbor's eye' (Matthew 7:5), we want to begin by acknowledging that in the past (e.g. in the Crusades) and in the present (e.g. in excesses of the 'war on terror') many Christians have been guilty of sinning against our Muslim neighbor." 


In releasing the message, its promoters announced that it will be followed by meetings with some of the signers of the letter of the 138, in the United States, Great Britain, and the Middle East, meetings that will also be open to Jews. 
* * *
Benedict XVI and the directors of the Holy See appear more cautious and reserved toward this flurry of dialogue. 
The Holy See immediately replied to the letter of the 138 Muslims with polite statements of appreciation. But it put off until later a more fully elaborated response. 
The only comment on the letter of the 138 so far released by an institution connected to the Holy See – The Pontifical Institute of Arab and Islamic Studies – has also been kept in the shadows, in spite of the fact that it emphasizes the new and positive elements of the Muslim initiative. 
Not even "L'Osservatore Romano" mentioned it. The only reference made so far to the letter of the 138 in the newspaper of the Holy See was within a note announcing and commenting on the November 6 meeting between King Abdallah of Saudi Arabia and Benedict XVI. "L'Osservatore" did not even give coverage to the commentaries on the letter of the 138 by two scholars of Islam highly respected by Pope Joseph Ratzinger, the Jesuits Samir Khalil Samir, from Egypt, and Christian W. Troll, from Germany. 
But it is precisely from reading these commentaries – and that of Troll in particular – that one understands the reason for the caution of the Church of Rome. 
Troll notes that the letter of the 138 Muslims, with its insistence on the commandments of the love of God and neighbor as the "common word" of both the Qur'an and the Bible, seems intended to bring dialogue onto the sole terrain of doctrine and theology. 
But – Troll objects – there is a gaping distinction between the one God of the Muslims and the Trinitarian God of the Christians, with the Son who becomes man. This cannot be minimized, much less negotiated. The true "common word" must be sought elsewhere: in "putting into effect these commandments in the concrete, here-and-now reality of plural societies." It must be sought in the defense of human rights, of religious freedom, of equality between man and woman, of the distinction between religious and political powers. The letter of the 138 is elusive or silent on all of this. 
And it is so intentionally. One of the main authors of the letter, the Libyan theologian Aref Ali Nayed, a professor at the University of Cambridge, explained himself this way in an interview with "Catholic News Service," the agency of the United States bishops' conference: 
"Mere ethical/social dialogue is useful, and is very much needed. However, dialogue of that kind happens every day, through purely secular institutions such as the United Nations and its organizations. If religious revelation-based communities are to truly contribute to humanity, their dialogue must be ultimately theologically and spiritually grounded. Many Muslim theologians are not just interested in mere ethical dialogue of ‘cultures’ or ‘civilizations’." 
* * *
But what is the kind of dialogue with Islam that Benedict XVI wants? 
The pope explained this most clearly in a passage of his pre-Christmas address to the Roman curia, on December 22, 2006: 
"In a dialogue to be intensified with Islam, we must bear in mind the fact that the Muslim world today is finding itself faced with an urgent task. This task is very similar to the one that has been imposed upon Christians since the Enlightenment, and to which the Second Vatican Council, as the fruit of long and difficult research, found real solutions for the Catholic Church. 
"It is a question of the attitude that the community of the faithful must adopt in the face of the convictions and demands that were strengthened in the Enlightenment. 
"On the one hand, one must counter a dictatorship of positivist reason that excludes God from the life of the community and from public organizations, thereby depriving man of his specific criteria of judgment. 
"On the other, one must welcome the true conquests of the Enlightenment, human rights and especially the freedom of faith and its practice, and recognize these also as being essential elements for the authenticity of religion. 
"As in the Christian community, where there has been a long search to find the correct position of faith in relation to such beliefs - a search that will certainly never be concluded once and for all -, so also the Islamic world with its own tradition faces the immense task of finding the appropriate solutions in this regard. 
"The content of the dialogue between Christians and Muslims will be at this time especially one of meeting each other in this commitment to find the right solutions. We Christians feel in solidarity with all those who, precisely on the basis of their religious conviction as Muslims, work to oppose violence and for the synergy between faith and reason, between religion and freedom." 
* * *
The letter of the 138 contains no trace of this proposal that Benedict XVI issued to the Muslim world in December one year ago. This is a sign that there is truly a great distance between the visions of these two. 
The vision of Benedict XVI is the same one that the other authorities of the Holy See demonstrate each time they speak on these topics. Proof of this is the message addressed to the Muslims last October, on the occasion of the end of Ramadan, from the pontifical council for interreligious dialogue, headed by Cardinal Jean-Louis Tauran. This message also has at its center "freedom of faith and its exercise," as a task for all the religions, in keeping with the "plan of the Creator." 
And this is a vision that Ratzinger has been defending with great consistency for years, first as cardinal and then as pope. 
The lecture in Regensburg, on the need for "synergy between faith and reason" is the most fully elaborated foundation for this vision. 


But even before this, the premises of how Benedict XVI conceives of dialogue with Islam and the other religions must be traced back to the discussion he had in January of 2004, in Munich, with the secular philosopher Jürgen Habermas. 
On that occasion, Ratzinger said that a universally valid "natural law" is far from being recognized today by all cultures and civilizations, which are divided from each other and also divided on this issue within themselves. But he indicated the way in which "the essential norms and values known or intuited by all human beings" may be illuminated and "keep the world united." The way is that of a positive bond between reason and faith, which are "called to reciprocal purification" from the pathologies that expose both of these to domination by violence. 
A great scholar has conducted a particularly lucid analysis of Benedict XVI's vision in relation to Islam: the German jurist Ernst-Wolfgang Böckenförde, in an essay published this year in German, and translated in Italy by the magazine "Il Regno." 
Böckenförde agrees completely with the pope in maintaining that Islam is now facing a challenge similar to the one posed to Christianity by the Enlightenment, in the matter of freedom of religion. 
At Vatican Council II, the Catholic Church responded to this challenge with the declaration "Dignitatis Humanae" on religious freedom as founded upon the rights of the person. 
But, Böckenförde asks, is the Muslim world ready to make a similar journey? Is it ready to recognize the religious neutrality of the state, and therefore the equal freedom, within the state, of all the religions? 
The Muslims living "in diaspora," as minorities in the countries of Europe and the West, seem willing to accept this recognition. Proof of this is a declaration adopted in 2001 by the association of Muslims in Germany, which stated: "Islamic law binds Muslims who live in diaspora to adhere to the local legal system." 
But what about where Muslims are in the majority, and control the state? Böckenförde is skeptical. He maintains that Islam, in a position of command, remains far from accepting the neutrality of the state, and therefore the full freedom of all religions. 
Böckenförde is so convinced of this that he concludes his essay with a hypothetical conjecture: the hypothesis that in a European country, Muslim immigrants should be close to becoming the majority of the population. 
In this case – the German jurist maintains – that country would have the right to close its borders, in self-defense. Because a secular state cannot renounce the "natural law" that is its foundation: "a law induced by membership in a cultural world rooted in the elements of the classical world, Judaism, and Christianity, but reconceived within the context of the Enlightenment." 
* * *
In any case, there is no lack in modern Islamic thought of positions "open to a tolerant form of reason," as Ratzinger defined them in his conversation with Habermas in 2004. 
One of these positions is highlighted by Fr. Maurice Borrmans, former head of the Pontifical Institute of Arab and Islamic Studies, in the latest issue of "Oasis," the magazine in multiple languages, including Arabic and Urdu, sponsored by the patriarch of Venice, cardinal Angelo Scola. 
Borrmans cites a Tunisian scholar who lives in Paris, Abdelwahab Meddeb, who commented positively on the theses of Benedict XVI in an essay entitled "Le Dieu purifié," included in a collection published in France: "La conference de Ratisbonne: Enjeux et controverses." 
Meddeb writes, in part: 
"In Regensburg, the pope wanted to prompt the Muslims to undertake an effort of anamnesis, so that they might forsake violence and return to the articulation of the logos familiar to their ancestors, so that they might broaden and deepen it." 
And after recalling that these "ancestors" of an Islam purified by reason included the great philosopher Averroes (1126-1198), he continues: 
"It is toward these territories that the Muslim must make his return, to participate in the great logos, in its broadening and deepening within the way of purification that neutralizes violence and establishes an ethical serenity." 
Abdelwahab Meddeb is not among the signatories of the letter of the 138, nor of the letter of the 38 from a year before.

Austine Crasta in Konkani Catholics yahoo group Digest No. 1294 dated November 30, 2007:

Pope Benedict XVI has answered the call for dialogue between Christian and Islamic leaders, inviting a group of 138 Muslim officials to Rome to continue the exchange. The Pope's answer to the Muslim leaders-- who had released their open letter on October 13-- came in the form of a letter to Jordan's Prince Ghazi bin Muhammad bin Talal, the president of the Aal al-Bayt Institute for Islamic Thought and one of the 138 Islamic leaders who had signed the open letter. Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone, the Vatican Secretary of State, signed the response, explaining that he was writing on behalf of Pope Benedict. 
In this pre-Christmas address to the Roman curia, on December 22, 2006, the pope explained most clearly the kind of dialogue with Islam he was looking for: "The content of the dialogue between Christians and Muslims will be at this time especially one of meeting each other in this commitment to find the right solutions. We Christians feel in solidarity with all those who, precisely on the basis of their religious conviction as Muslims, work to oppose violence and for the SYNERGY BETWEEN FAITH AND REASON, between religion and freedom."
By contrast, the letter of the 138 Muslim officials which gave attention to the twofold commandment to love God and one’s neighbour, contained no trace of this proposal that Benedict XVI issued to the Muslim world which indicates that there exists a great distance between the visions of these two.
The present response therefore comes after a very careful thought.

While expressing deep appreciation of the gesture of the Muslim officials, the Pope's letter which praised the "positive spirit which inspired the text" also gave a call to base dialogue on "EFFECTIVE RESPECT FOR THE DIGNITY OF EVERY HUMAN PERSON, ON OBJECTIVE KNOWLEDGE OF THE RELIGION OF THE OTHER, on the sharing of religious experience and, finally, on common commitment to promoting mutual respect and acceptance among the younger generation."
This, the reply said, can and should be done "WITHOUT IGNORING OR DOWNPLAYING OUR DIFFERENCES AS CHRISTIANS AND MUSLIMS" which nevertheless makes it possible for us to look to what unites us, namely, the "belief in the one God, the provident Creator and universal Judge who at the end of time will deal with each person according to his or her actions."
The Pope's response invites Prince Ghazi to select "a restricted group of signatories of the open letter" to visit the Vatican, and continue the inter-religious dialogue there. The Pontiff offers the services of the Pontifical Council for Inter-Religious Dialogue and the pontifical universities to facilitate the exchange. Here then, is the complete text of Cardinal Bertone's letter on behalf of the Pope, to Prince Ghazi bin Muhammad bin Talal of Jordan.

LETTER OF CARDINAL TARCISIO BERTONE IN THE NAME OF THE HOLY FATHER TO HIS ROYAL HIGHNESS 
PRINCE GHAZI BIN MUHAMMAD BIN TALAL PRESIDENT OF THE AAL AL-BAYT INSTITUTE FOR ISLAMIC THOUGHT

http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/secretariat_state/card-bertone/2007/documents/rc_seg-st_20071119_muslim-leaders_en.html 

October 19, 2007
Your Royal Highness, 
On 13 October 2007 an open letter addressed to His Holiness Pope Benedict XVI and to other Christian leaders was signed by one hundred and thirty-eight Muslim religious leaders, including Your Royal Highness. 
You, in turn, were kind enough to present it to Bishop Salim Sayegh, Vicar of the Latin Patriarch of Jerusalem in Jordan, with the request that it be forwarded to His Holiness. 
The Pope has asked me to convey his gratitude to Your Royal Highness and to all who signed the letter. He also wishes to express his deep appreciation for this gesture, for the positive spirit which inspired the text and for the call for a common commitment to promoting peace in the world. 
Without ignoring or downplaying our differences as Christians and Muslims, we can and therefore should look to what unites us, namely, belief in the one God, the provident Creator and universal Judge who at the end of time will deal with each person according to his or her actions. We are all called to commit ourselves totally to him and to obey his sacred will. 
Mindful of the content of his Encyclical Letter Deus Caritas Est ("God is Love"), His Holiness was particularly impressed by the attention given in the letter to the twofold commandment to love God and one’s neighbour. 
As you may know, at the beginning of his Pontificate, Pope Benedict XVI stated: "I am profoundly convinced that we must not yield to the negative pressures in our midst, but must affirm the values of mutual respect, solidarity and peace. The life of every human being is sacred, both for Christians and for Muslims. There is plenty of scope for us to act together in the service of fundamental moral values" (Address to Representatives of Some Muslim Communities, Cologne, 20 August 2005). 
Such common ground allows us to base dialogue on effective respect for the dignity of every human person, on objective knowledge of the religion of the other, on the sharing of religious experience and, finally, on common commitment to promoting mutual respect and acceptance among the younger generation. 
The Pope is confident that, once this is achieved, it will be possible to cooperate in a productive way in the areas of culture and society, and for the promotion of justice and peace in society and throughout the world. 
With a view to encouraging your praiseworthy initiative, I am pleased to communicate that His Holiness would be most willing to receive Your Royal Highness and a restricted group of signatories of the open letter, chosen by you. 
At the same time, a working meeting could be organized between your delegation and the Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue, with the cooperation of some specialized Pontifical Institutes (such as the Pontifical Institute for Arabic and Islamic Studies and the Pontifical Gregorian University). The precise details of these meetings could be decided later, should this proposal prove acceptable to you in principle. 
I avail myself of the occasion to renew to Your Royal Highness the assurance of my highest consideration. 
Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone, Secretary of State

Aide: Pope Favors Dialogue with Islam - Comments on Response to Muslim Letter
https://zenit.org/articles/aide-pope-favors-dialogue-with-islam/ 

Vatican City, December 9, 2007 

As demonstrated in his response to the letter sent by 138 Muslim scholars, Benedict XVI believes in "sincere and frank dialogue" with Islam, according to a Vatican spokesman.
Jesuit Father Federico Lombardi, director of the press office of the Holy See, said this in the most recent edition of the Vatican Television weekly program "Octava Dies," commenting on the Pope's mid-November response to the October letter sent by Muslim scholars calling for dialogue between Christianity and Islam.
He continued: "It was an important letter that highlighted the central place of love of God and neighbor in the Quran and the Hebrew and Christian Bible, and which had the clear intention of promoting the common commitment to peace in the entire world on the basis of a profound reciprocal understanding.


"The positive spirit of the letter was clear in its title: 'A Common Word Between Us and You,' a citation of a famous verse of the Quran addressed to the 'people of the book,' -- Jews and Christians.
"The Pope's response reminds us that we should not underrate the differences, but it also highlights above all that which unites; he encourages respect and knowledge of each other, and effective recognition of the dignity of every human person; he shows sincere confidence in a way of growing acceptance which is promising for the promotion of justice and peace."
"But the Pope does not stop at words," Father Lombardi added. "He invites the Muslim prince Ghazi bin Muhammad bin Talal of Jordan to come to Rome with a delegation of promoters of the joint letter, and he proposes a meeting for reflection and study with the Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue and some specialist Catholic academic institutions.
"In sum, the Pope believes in dialogue -- a sincere and frank dialogue."
"Even among Muslims there are many sharp and authoritative interlocutors," said the priest, "conscious of the great challenges humanity faces today, and it is something positive that among them a capacity is growing for common expression and a desire to explicitly declare themselves in favor of peace. The direction is the right one. We must help each other to continue this journey."

The Cardinal Writes, the Prince Responds. The Factors that Divide the Pope from the Muslims
http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/184641bdc4.html?eng=y
The contrast is not only one of faith. It also concerns the achievements of the Enlightenment: from religious freedom to equality between men and women. The Catholic Church has made these its own, but Islam has not. Will they be able to discuss this, when Benedict XVI and the Muslims of the letter of the 138 meet together? 

By Sandro Magister, Rome, January 2, 2008
For the Vatican, the new year brings a meeting that cardinal Jean-Louis Tauran, president of the pontifical council for interreligious dialogue, has pre-announced as "historic," in an interview with "L'Osservatore Romano" on December 30. The meeting is scheduled for the spring. And it will take place between Benedict XVI and a delegation of the 138 Muslim authors of the open letter "A Common Word between Us and You" addressed to the pope and to other Christian leaders last October. 
In addition to the pope, the Muslim representatives will also meet with other Vatican authorities, and will hold working sessions at institutes like the PISAI, the Pontifical Institute of Arab and Islamic Studies. 
What cleared the way for this event was the exchange of letters that took place in November and December, between Benedict XVI – through the cardinal secretary of state, Tarcisio Bertone – and an authoritative promoter of the letter of the 138, the prince of Jordan Ghazi bin Muhammad bin Talal. 
As anticipated by the two letters, in February or March three representatives of the 138 will travel to Rome to arrange the meetings. The three will include the only Italian among the 138, Yahya Sergio Yayhe Pallavicini, imam of the al-Wahid mosque in Milan, and the Libyan theologian Aref Ali Nayed, an author very familiar to the readers of www.chiesa, an instructor at Cambridge and in the past a teacher at the PISAI. 
During that same month of February, cardinal Tauran will visit Al-Azhar University in Cairo, the most important university of Sunni Islam. And he will meet with the World Islamic Call Society of Libya, and with the Royal Institute for Inter-Faith Studies in Amman. 
In the interview with "L'Osservatore Romano" mentioned above, Tauran said he is "very confident" and appreciated the "considerable openness" being demonstrated by important sectors of the Muslim world. But there are still great difficulties to be overcome. The exchange of letters between cardinal Bertone and the prince of Jordan emphasizes that the two sides are not at all in agreement on one essential point in particular: on the topics to put at the center of the encounter. 
The letter from cardinal Bertone, dated November 19 and made public about ten days later, proposes three main topics of discussion: "effective respect of the dignity of every human person"; "objective awareness of the other's religion"; "'a common commitment to promoting mutual respect and acceptance among the younger generation." 
In commenting on Bertone's letter, the Egyptian Jesuit Samir Khalil Samir – who is one of the scholars of Islam most closely heeded by the pope, together with another Jesuit, Christian W. Troll, of Germany – emphasized that the letter of the 138 is not clear on the first of these topics, and that instead some of its signatories say that they are not at all interested in talking about freedom of conscience, about equality between men and women and between believers and nonbelievers, about the distinction between religious and political power – in short, about the achievements of the Enlightenment that the Catholic Church has made its own, but that Islam is still far from accepting. 
For its part, the letter from the prince of Jordan to cardinal Bertone, dated December 12 and likewise made public about ten days later, insists that the Catholic-Muslim dialogue be primarily "theological" and "spiritual," and that it have as its object – more than aspects defined as "extrinsic," like the commandments of the natural law, religious liberty, and equality between men and women – the "Common Word between Us and You" which is at the center of the letter of the 138, or the unicity of God and the twofold commandment of love of God and neighbor. 
There is no lack, in the letter from the prince of Jordan, of argumentative jabs against the Vatican's position. The first jab is where the letter cites the communiqué of some Muslim delegates at the interreligious meeting in Naples from October 21-23 2007, organized by the Community of Sant'Egidio: a communiqué written in protest against some declarations made in those days by cardinal Tauran, on the near impossibility of a theological discussion with Islam, and against Benedict XVI's silence, while visiting Naples, over the letter of the 138. 

The second comes at the end of the letter, and is aimed against "some recent pronouncements emerging from the Vatican and from Vatican advisors." Here the target is again cardinal Tauran, together with the Islamologists Samir and Troll. A critical analysis of the letter of the 138, written by Troll, was published in "La Civiltà Cattolica," with the authorization of the secretary of state, during the same days when cardinal Bertone had written to the prince of Jordan, in the name of the pope. 
Returning to Benedict XVI, the dialogue he wants with Islam is still as he explained it in a passage of his pre-Christmas address to the Roman curia on December 22, 2006: 
"In a dialogue to be intensified with Islam, we must bear in mind the fact that the Muslim world today is finding itself faced with an urgent task. This task is very similar to the one that has been imposed upon Christians since the Enlightenment, and to which the Second Vatican Council, as the fruit of long and difficult research, found real solutions for the Catholic Church. 
"It is a question of the attitude that the community of the faithful must adopt in the face of the convictions and demands that were strengthened in the Enlightenment. 
"On the one hand, one must counter a dictatorship of positivist reason that excludes God from the life of the community and from public organizations, thereby depriving man of his specific criteria of judgment. 
"On the other, one must welcome the true conquests of the Enlightenment, human rights and especially the freedom of faith and its practice, and recognize these also as being essential elements for the authenticity of religion. 
"As in the Christian community, where there has been a long search to find the correct position of faith in relation to such beliefs – a search that will certainly never be concluded once and for all –, so also the Islamic world with its own tradition faces the immense task of finding the appropriate solutions in this regard. 
"The content of the dialogue between Christians and Muslims will be at this time especially one of meeting each other in this commitment to find the right solutions. We Christians feel in solidarity with all those who, precisely on the basis of their religious conviction as Muslims, work to oppose violence and for the synergy between faith and reason, between religion and freedom." 
From the exchange of letters between cardinal Bertone and the prince of Jordan, it can be gathered that the distance between the two sides remains very wide and deep, with respect to this path indicated by Benedict XVI. 
Here, then, are the complete texts of the two letters, separated by a brief exegesis of Bertone's letter written by Fr. Samir for the magazine "Mondo e Missione" of the Pontifical Institute for Foreign Missions: 
1. To the prince of Jordan Ghazi bin Muhammad bin Talal 
by cardinal secretary of state Tarcisio Bertone 
Your Royal Highness, 
On 13 October 2007 an open letter addressed to His Holiness Pope Benedict XVI and to other Christian leaders was signed by one hundred and thirty-eight Muslim religious leaders, including Your Royal Highness. You, in turn, were kind enough to present it to Bishop Salim Sayegh, Vicar of the Latin Patriarch of Jerusalem in Jordan, with the request that it be forwarded to His Holiness. 
The Pope has asked me to convey his gratitude to Your Royal Highness and to all who signed the letter. He also wishes to express his deep appreciation for this gesture, for the positive spirit which inspired the text and for the call for a common commitment to promoting peace in the world. 
Without ignoring or downplaying our differences as Christians and Muslims, we can and therefore should look to what unites us, namely, belief in the one God, the provident Creator and universal Judge who at the end of time will deal with each person according to his or her actions. We are all called to commit ourselves totally to him and to obey his sacred will. 
Mindful of the content of his Encyclical Letter Deus Caritas Est ("God is Love"), His Holiness was particularly impressed by the attention given in the letter to the twofold commandment to love God and one's neighbour. 
As you may know, at the beginning of his Pontificate, Pope Benedict XVI stated: "I am profoundly convinced that we must not yield to the negative pressures in our midst, but must affirm the values of mutual respect, solidarity and peace. The life of every human being is sacred, both for Christians and for Muslims. There is plenty of scope for us to act together in the service of fundamental moral values" (Address to Representatives of Some Muslim Communities, Cologne, 20 August 2005). Such common ground allows us to base dialogue on effective respect for the dignity of every human person, on objective knowledge of the religion of the other, on the sharing of religious experience and, finally, on common commitment to promoting mutual respect and acceptance among the younger generation. The Pope is confident that, once this is achieved, it will be possible to cooperate in a productive way in the areas of culture and society, and for the promotion of justice and peace in society and throughout the world. 
With a view to encouraging your praiseworthy initiative, I am pleased to communicate that His Holiness would be most willing to receive Your Royal Highness and a restricted group of signatories of the open letter, chosen by you. At the same time, a working meeting could be organized between your delegation and the Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue, with the cooperation of some specialized Pontifical Institutes (such as the Pontifical Institute for Arabic and Islamic Studies and the Pontifical Gregorian University). The precise details of these meetings could be decided later, should this proposal prove acceptable to you in principle. 
I avail myself of the occasion to renew to Your Royal Highness the assurance of my highest consideration. 
Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone, Secretary of State 
From the Vatican, November 19, 2007 

2. Commentary on the letter from cardinal Bertone 
by Samir Khalil Samir 
To a letter of almost thirty pages, Benedict XVI responded with one of fewer than 400 words. This might seem impolite. Instead, it is a response that goes to the depths. 
It begins with "deep appreciation for this gesture, for the positive spirit which inspired the text and for the call for a common commitment to promoting peace in the world." And Pope Benedict has frequently invited all to condemn violence without ambiguity. 
He continues: "Without ignoring or downplaying our differences as Christians and Muslims, we can and therefore should look to what unites us." This is typical of this pope: a positive vision, never partial. Differences must not conceal what unites us, nor should these obscure differences. A word of truth (qawl al-haqq) as the Qur'an says (sura 19:34) of Christ: "He is the Word of truth." 
The pope enumerates three common elements: the fact of believing in the one God, who is the provident creator and (second aspect) universal judge, who at the end of time will measure each one according to his actions. Finally (third aspect) the fact that we are all called to dedicate ourselves totally to him and to obey his holy will. 
But in order to avoid stopping at "pious wishes," he advances a proposal that is the most important feature of his entire letter: an invitation for a working meeting between a group of the signatories selected by the letter's promoter, and a group of specialists selected by the Christian side. It is a matter of making good intentions practical and long-lasting. The pope lists four topics of discussion. 
The first is "effective respect for the dignity of every human person." There is no clear reference to this point in the letter of the 138. Dignity presupposes respect for freedom of conscience, equality between men and women, between believers and non-believers, a distinction between religious and political power. Some of the Muslim authors of the letter think: "Ethical-social dialogue already takes place each day, through entirely secular institutions. For this reason, many Muslim theologians are not at all interested in a purely ethical dialogue among cultures and civilizations." Instead, for the pope – as he said on December 22, 2006, in his address to the cardinals of the Roman curia – "one must welcome the true conquests of the Enlightenment, human rights and especially the freedom of faith and its practice, and recognize these also as being essential elements for the authenticity of religion." For him, "the content of the dialogue between Christians and Muslims will be at this time especially one of meeting each other in this commitment to find the right solutions." Together with Muslims, to "work to oppose violence and for the synergy between faith and reason, between religion and freedom." In dialogue, the Church is inspired by the Gospel, but does not set this as the foundation, in order not to exclude anyone. The foundation is "the dignity of every human person," expressed by human rights. 
The second point is objective awareness of the other's religion. In reality, Christians do not have serious knowledge of Islam, nor Muslims of Christianity. This implies a revision of all the school books, as also of the addresses given in churches and mosques. It is a vast, long, and essential program. 
The third point: the sharing of religious experience. Faith is an experience of God, and not something intellectual, an ideology. Conducting dialogue means sharing the other's deep experience. 
The final point is focused on the young. A new generation must be raised that will promote mutual respect and acceptance. It is the young, in fact, who are at risk of being carried away by the ideology of violence. With this response from Benedict XVI to the 138, the step is therefore made from good intentions to a project for the construction of peace, beginning with the young. 

3. To the cardinal secretary of state Tarcisio Bertone 
by prince of Jordan Ghazi bin Muhammad bin Talal 
Your Eminence, 
Thank you for your kind letter dated November 19th, 2007, a copy of which was delivered to me by the Papal Nuncio to Jordan on November 27th, 2007. I am only one of the 138 initial signatories of the Open Letter "A Common Word between Us and You," but in order to respond to your letter, I have contacted and consulted a number of the senior Muslim authorities and religious scholars who signed or have since supported the Open Letter, and they have graciously consented to my coordinating this affair on their behalf. Thus I can now respond, on their behalf and on my own, as follows: 
First, we thank you for your response, letter and amicable suggestions. Please also convey our thanks also to His Holiness Pope Benedict XVI and for his personal encouragement and concern. 
Second, we, too, are most willing to meet with His Holiness in Rome. Indeed, we are mindful and heartened by the recent visit of H.M. King Abd Allah bin Abd Al-Aziz of Saudi Arabia, the Custodian of the two Holy Sites, to the Vatican. 
Third, we do accept, in principle, the dialogue that you have proposed and the general concept and arrangements. We will, however, send at your convenience in February or March 2008, God Willing, three representatives to work out with Your Eminence or Your Eminence's representatives the details of the arrangements and the procedures. Should Your Eminence have particular dates that you would prefer within that window of time, please do inform us accordingly. 
Fourth, we receive Your Eminence's letter as a response to our own Open Letter "A Common Word." Moreover, Your Eminence says that: 'His Holiness was particularly impressed by the attention given in the letter to the twofold commandment to love God and one's neighbour' and 'that we can and therefore should look to what unites us, namely, belief in the One God, the provident Creator and universal Judge who at the end of time will deal with each person according to his or her actions', all the while 'without ignoring or downplaying our differences as Christians and Muslims'. 
We thus understand that the 'intrinsic' dimension of this particular Catholic-Muslim dialogue of ours will be based, God Willing, on our letter "A Common Word" – which, as you know, is essentially an affirmation of the One God, and of the twofold commandment to love Him and one's neighbour – even if it transpires that there are differences between us in the interpretation or comprehension of the text of this letter, each in accordance with their own religious sensibilities and traditions. These differences themselves are presumably also a matter for discussion between us, and should be an occasion for mutual respect and celebration, and not divisive disputation. 
We believe also that H.H. Pope Benedict XVI has proposed the Ten Commandments (of Exodus 20:2-17 and Deuteronomy 5:6-21) as a basis of dialogue between Jews, Christians and Muslims. We have no objection to regarding this excellent idea, additionally, as the basis of the extrinsic dimension of our dialogue (since these Commandments are also repeatedly enjoined in the Holy Qur'an in various forms), notwithstanding the Commandment to keep the Sabbath, which the Holy Qur'an mentions as having been Divinely instituted for the Ancient Israelites, but which Muslims are no longer enjoined to keep as such. By 'intrinsic' I mean that which refers to our own souls and their inner make-up, and by 'extrinsic' I mean that which refers to the world and thus to society. 
It is on this common intellectual and spiritual basis, then, that we understand that we are to pursue, God Willing, a dialogue in the three general topics of dialogue Your Eminence wisely mentioned in your letter: (1) "Effective respect for the dignity of every human person"; (2) "Objective knowledge of the religion of the other" through "sharing of religious experience", and (3) "A common commitment to promoting mutual respect and acceptance among the younger generation". We could also perhaps discuss how to bring the results of our dialogue on these three topics to practical fruition between Christians and Muslims, based also on "A Common Word" and the Ten Commandments (notwithstanding the aforementioned proviso about the Sabbath). 
Fifth, our vision of dialogue was expressed exactly by the Communiqué of some of the Muslim delegates on the occasion of the encounter "For a World without Violence Religions and Cultures in Dialogue", (Naples, 21-23 October 2007, at the community of Saint Egidio), which said: 
"Dialogue is by definition between people of different views, not people of the same views. Dialogue is not about imposing one's views on the other side, nor deciding oneself what the other side is and is not capable of, nor even of what the other side believes. Dialogue starts with an open hand and an open heart. It proposes but does not set an agenda unilaterally. It is about listening to the other side, as it speaks freely for itself, as well as about expressing one's own self. Its purpose is to see where there is common ground in order to meet there and thereby make the world better, more peaceful, more harmonious and more loving." 
Our motive for dialogue is essentially one of wanting to seek goodwill and justice in order to practice what we Muslims call rahmah (and what you may be pleased to call caritas) in order thereby to seek in turn Rahmah from God. The Prophet Muhammad said: "He who does not show mercy, will not be shown Mercy" (Sahih Bukhari, Kitab Al-Adab, no. 6063). 
Finally, our method of dialogue is in accordance with the Divine Commandment in the Holy Qur'an: "Do not contend with the people of the Scripture except in the fairest way, save those of them that inflict wrong (and injury); but say, We believe in the revelation which has come down to us and the revelation which has come down to you and your God and our God is One, and unto Him we surrender'" (Al-Ankabut, 29:46). 
We trust, of course, that you have a similar general attitude towards dialogue since we happily read (in 1 Corinthians 13:1-6) the words of St. Paul: 
"Though I speak with the tongues of men and of angels, and have not charity, I am become as sounding brass, or a tinkling cymbal. / And though I have the gift of prophecy, and understand all mysteries, and all knowledge; and though I have all faith, so that I could remove mountains, and have not charity, I am nothing. / And though I bestow all my goods to feed the poor, and though I give my body to be burned, and have not charity, it profiteth me nothing. / Charity suffereth long, and is kind; charity envieth not; charity vaunteth not itself, is not puffed up, / Doth not behave itself unseemly, seeketh not her own, is not easily provoked, thinketh no evil; / Rejoiceth not in iniquity, but rejoiceth in the truth." 
I mention these last things only in view of some recent pronouncements emerging from the Vatican and from Vatican advisors – which cannot have escaped the notice of Your Eminence – as regards the very principle of theological dialogue with Muslims. Howbeit, although many of us consider these pronouncements as having been superseded by your letter, we nevertheless wish to reiterate to you that we, like you, also consider complete theological agreement between Christians and Muslims inherently not possible by definition, but still wish to seek and promote a common stance and co-operation based upon what we do agree on (as mentioned above) - whether we wish to call this kind of dialogue 'theological' or 'spiritual' or something else - for the sake of the common good and towards the good of the whole world, God Willing. 
I take this occasion to extend to your person my best wishes and profound respects and ask that you convey to H.H. Pope Benedict XVI our best wishes in advance for a most joyous and peaceful Christmas. 
Ghazi bin-Muhammad bin Talal Amman, Jordan, December 12, 2007

The letter of the 138 on the website dedicated to it: A Common Word between Us and You 
The list of the first signatories: Signatories 
And the following signers: New Signatories 
Among those who later adhered to the letter is Tariq Ramadan, whose ban of entry into the United States was upheld last December 24 by a federal court in the state of New York, "because of donations made to organizations that support terrorist groups." 
The reactions and comments on the letter of the 138, before the exchange of messages between Cardinal Bertone and the prince of Jordan, with all the useful links: 
Why Benedict XVI Is So Cautious with the Letter of the 138 Muslims (26.11.2007)

Entering into the dialogue of love (Dialogue does not rely on doctrinal agreement) 

http://www.parra.catholic.org.au/Bishop/Bishop-letters.htm 
By Bishop Kevin Manning, Bishop of Parramatta, Catholic Outlook, Dec 07/Jan 08
My Dear People, 

Recently, 138 Muslim religious leaders sent an open letter and call to His Holiness Pope Benedict XVI and many other Christian leaders around the world. While we look forward to the official response of the Catholic Church, I offer a Christmas reflection on the open letter.

A common word
In their letter, entitled A Common Word, the Muslim leaders asked all readers to recognise that Christianity and Islam are both based on the foundation of love of God and love of neighbor.

They give many quotations from the Bible and the Qur'an to show that Christianity and Islam are both based on love. The letter concludes with the appeal:

"So let our differences not cause hatred and strife between us. Let us vie with each other only in righteousness and good works. Let us respect each other, be fair, just and kind to another and live in sincere peace, harmony and mutual goodwill."

We have here an invitation to respect one another and to be just and kind to one another. This is really the new commandment of Christ, which we Christians must obey.

Dialogue between different religions is not about coming to an agreement on doctrinal issues. The first step in dialogue is always respect. And respect can lead to love.

Quality of witness
The feast of Christmas, and A Common Word, challenge us to reflect on how we live up to the new commandment of Christ. How deeply do we witness to our love of God and love of our neighbour?

I recall the saying in early Christian times, "see how these Christians love one another", and I wondered whether Muslims could say the same today about our love for one another. Encounters with people of any religion, who truly seek the truth, challenge us to ask ourselves: are we living authentic Christian lives?

Love
An authentic Christian life is centred on love. We believe in the One God, Father, Son and Holy Spirit, who live in love in eternity. We believe in God who loved us so much that He sent us His Only Son.

We believe in Christ who, out of love for us, "did not count equality with God as something to be grasped, but emptied Himself by taking the form of a slave becoming as human beings are" (Phil 2:6-8). This is Christ we see in the Crib; this is Christ who died and rose again; this is Christ whose second coming we await.

In Christ Jesus
Our faith is incarnational or, to put it another way, for Christians
"truth is a not a thing we possess, but a person by whom we allow ourselves to be possessed" (DP 49).

Becoming like Christ is the work of a lifetime; but it is not one we undertake simply as individuals. We were baptised "into Christ". We belong in Him, in His Body, the Church. We are called to live with all people in a relationship of love.

St Paul, in his straightforward style, spells it out for us: "Be generous to one another, sympathetic, forgiving each other as readily as God forgave you in Christ." (Ephesians 4:30-32)

The dialogue of love
Our relations with Muslims must be relationships of love. Christ asks for nothing less. Whether they be formal dialogues, or chance meetings in the supermarket, our fundamental disposition must be love.

If it is not, how can we call ourselves Christians? If we cannot love, how can we say that we possess Christ? If we cannot forgive, how can we receive the Eucharist?

I end with the words of Cardinal Tauran, President of the Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue, "this is the ardent hope I share with you; that Christians and Muslims continue to develop increasingly friendly and constructive relationships in order to share their specific riches, and that they will pay particular attention to the quality of the witness of their believers" (Message for the End of Ramadan 2007).

It is my ardent hope that this Christmas, you will reflect on the quality of your witness to God, who is Love.

Each month Bishop Manning writes a Letter to the Catholic Community of Parramatta Diocese, which is published in 'Catholic Outlook', the official diocesan newspaper. To review previous letters from the Bishop visit the archive.
Why a Vatican expert is skeptical on dialogue with Islam 

http://www.catholicconvert.com/blog/2008/01/23/why-a-vatican-official-is-and-should-be-skeptical-on-islamic-dialog/  

By Phil Lawler, January 9, 2008 (CWNews.com) 

One of the Vatican's top experts on Islam has offered a sobering appraisal of the prospects for dialogue between the Holy See and Muslim leaders. 

To the casual observer, the progression of events looks promising indeed. In Regensburg, when Pope Benedict challenged Islamic leaders to a reasoned exchange, the first responses were hostile-- even violent-- but eventually a group of 138 prominent Muslim leaders replied with a call for dialogue. In November the Pope asked the leaders of that group to come to Rome for in-depth talks, and in December the Islamic leaders agreed. 
But things aren't quite that simple, Father Samir Khalil Samir warns us. When Pope Benedict issued his invitation, he provided a list of topics that should be discussed. When they accepted that invitation, the "Islamic 138" offered their own list of preferred subjects. The lists don't match. 
Father Samir- a Jesuit priest who teaches at both St Joseph's University in Lebanon and the Pontifical Oriental Institute in Rome- has made an important contribution to public understanding of the delicate exchanges between Pope Benedict and the Islamic leaders involved in the "Common Word" initiative. Yes, the Muslim leaders have agreed to visit Rome for talks with Vatican officials. But as Father Samir demonstrates in a penetrating AsiaNews analysis, those talks run "a risk of hollowness or falsity if the dialogue addresses theology alone, and not the concrete problems of the two communities." 
In all of his efforts to promote dialogue with Islam, Pope Benedict has emphasized the role of human reason, Father Samir points out. The Islamic leaders who have ostensibly answered the Pope's call have failed, thus far, to answer the challenge to discuss topics such as natural law and human rights: topics that can be approached through pure reason, without reference to religious differences. 
"It seems to me, in fact," Father Samir writes, "that the Muslim personalities who are in contact with the pope want to dodge fundamental and concrete questions, like human rights, reciprocity, violence, etc., to ensconce themselves in an improbable theological dialogue 'on the soul and God.'" 
The Jesuit scholar-- who has been a key figure in discussions between Catholic and Muslim theologians, and sometimes a target of sharp criticism from the Islamic side-- is troubled by the letter in which the leaders of the "Common Word" initiative accepted the Pope's invitation to Rome. In that letter, signed by Prince Ghazi Ibn Talal of Jordan, the Islamic leaders indicate that they hope to discuss matters relating to "our own souls and their inner make-up," rather than political or social questions. In the most trenchant passage of his analysis, Father Samir examines this distinction between the "intrinsic" and "extrinsic" aspects of religious faith: 
I find this distinction weak and even un-Islamic. Because if "intrinsic" is the soul and "extrinsic" is the world and society, then the Qur'an speaks a great deal of "extrinsic" things, and very little of "intrinsic" things. The Qur'an talks about the world, commerce, life in society, war, marriage, etc., but it says very little about the soul and one's relationship with God. But above all, the Qur'an never makes this distinction. On the contrary; the problem of Islam is precisely that of not making any sort of distinction between these two levels.
At Regensburg the Pope insisted that religious beliefs must be subject to reason, because "not to act in accordance with reason is contrary to God's nature." The Pope is prodding Islamic leaders to acknowledge that their faith has been used, all too often, as a pretext for violence and for denying fundamental human rights. In their public statements, the leaders of the "Common Word" group have failed to respond to that papal challenge. 
"The greatest danger of the letter of the 138 is in its silences, in what it does not address," Father Samir notes. The Islamic leaders are ready to speak with Christians about their faith. But if they are not willing to discuss the philosophical and political implications of their beliefs, the dialogue can will be stunted. And the problem is all the more acute, Father Samir reminds us, because in the Islamic tradition there is no real distinction between theology and politics. 
To be productive, inter-religious dialogue must be based upon the rule of reason. Through reason, the Pope teaches, Christians and Muslims can reach agreement about human rights in spite of their profound religious differences, since human rights are based on natural law, which can be grasped without the aid of divine revelation. 
The "Common Word" Islamic leaders are ready to speak with Christians about their faith. But are they ready to subject their religious statements to the rule of reason? Father Samir doubts that even the most accommodating Muslim leaders are ready to take that step.

Pope's Sapienza Lecture to Have Focused on Truth - Cardinal Bertone Explains Reason for Canceling Papal Visit
https://zenit.org/articles/pope-s-sapienza-lecture-to-have-focused-on-truth/ 
Vatican City, January 17, 2008 

There is a danger in modern times that man may stop seeking the truth, Benedict XVI planned to tell faculty and students of Rome's Sapienza University today.
His visit to the university's inauguration was canceled, due to what the Pope's secretary of state called a lack of the "prerequisites for a dignified and tranquil welcome."
The rector of Sapienza University had invited the Holy Father to speak, but a small protest that eventually reached the point of several students occupying the rector's offices motivated the Holy See to cancel the visit. The protestors accused the Pope of being "hostile" to science and took issue with a 1990 speech by then Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger on the Galileo case. 
The 1990 speech in its entirety showed the protestors to have taken Cardinal Ratzinger's words out of context.
Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone, the Pope's secretary of state, sent a letter Wednesday to the rector of Sapienza University, explaining the reasons for which the Pontiff did not participate in today's ceremony.
In his letter, the cardinal writes: "As, unfortunately, the prerequisites for a dignified and tranquil welcome were not present, because of an initiative by a decidedly minority group of professors and students, it was judged opportune to postpone the scheduled visit in order to remove any pretext for demonstrations which would have been unfortunate for everyone concerned."

Nonetheless, the letter continues, given that the majority of professors and students wished to hear "a culturally meaningful word, whence to draw stimuli for their own journey in search of truth, the Holy Father has instructed that the text he prepared for the occasion be sent to you."
Authority of truth Benedict XVI's address was read at the end of this morning's ceremony. The Pontiff recalled the lecture he delivered at Regensburg in September 2006, during his apostolic trip to Germany. On that occasion, he wrote, "I spoke as Pope but, above all, as a former professor of what used to be my own university. [...] However, I was invited to 'La Sapienza,' the ancient university of Rome, as Bishop of Rome, and as such I must speak.
"Of course, 'La Sapienza' was once the university of the Pope, but today it is a lay university enjoying that autonomy which, on the basis of the principles on which they were founded, has always been part of the nature of universities, which must be exclusively bound by the authority of the truth.
"The Pope is first and foremost the Bishop of Rome and as such, by virtue of his succession from the Apostle Peter, has an episcopal responsibility toward the entire Catholic Church. But, the community which the bishop has in his care, be it large or small, lives in the world; its conditions, its progress, its example and its word inevitably influence all the rest of the human community."
The Holy Father wrote that he speaks as the representative of a community of believers, "as a representative of a community that contains within itself a wealth of ethical knowledge and experiences which are important for all humankind. In this way he speaks as a representative of ethical reason."
The university Benedict XVI asked, "What is the university? What is its task?" Then he explained: "The true, intimate, origin of the university lies in the longing for knowledge which is inherent to mankind. Humans want to know what it is that surrounds them. They want truth.
"Truth is never just theoretical. [...] Truth means more than knowing. Knowledge of truth has as its goal knowledge of good. [...] What is the good that makes us true? The truth makes us good, and goodness is truth. This is the optimism that lives in Christian faith, because [that faith] has been granted the vision of the 'Logos,' creative Reason which in the incarnation of God was revealed as Good, as Goodness itself."
In this context, the Holy Father presented the example of medieval universities in which, he noted, faculties of philosophy and theology "were entrusted with searching for the truth about man in its entirety and, alongside that, with the task of ensuring that awareness of truth remained high." Then, quoting a formula used at the Council of Chalcedon to describe Christology, Benedict XVI affirmed that theology and philosophy must coexist "without confusion and without separation."
"Without confusion," he added, "means that each of the two disciplines must conserve its own identity. Philosophy must remain a real search for reason, with its own inherent freedoms and responsibilities," while theology "must continue to draw from that wealth of knowledge that it did not invent itself [...] and that, since it can never be totally consumed by reflection, always provides fresh stimulus for thought."
"Without separation," the Holy Father wrote, means that "philosophy does not start afresh from zero each time in the mind of the thinker, but is part of the great dialogue of historical wisdom," in which "it must not close itself to what religions -- and in particular the Christian faith -- have received and donated to humanity as signs along its journey."
A danger Benedict XVI acknowledged that "much of what theology and faith say can be absorbed only within the context of faith itself and therefore cannot be presented as a requirement to those people for whom this faith remains inaccessible."
"Yet," he continued, "at the same time it is true that the message of Christian faith [...] is a purifying force for reason, [...] an encouragement toward truth, and therefore a force against the pressures of power and interest groups."
The Holy Father also referred to modern times in which "new dimensions of knowledge" have opened up, represented in universities in two main areas: "the natural sciences, [...] and the historical and human sciences." He also noted with satisfaction how "the recognition of the rights and the dignity of man" has increased.

Despite this, the Pontiff warned, "the danger of falling into inhumanity can never be completely eliminated," in particular "the danger facing the Western world [...] is that man today, precisely because of the immensity of his knowledge and power, surrenders before the question of truth. [...] This means that, in the end, reason gives way before the pressure of other interests and the lure of efficiency, and is forced to recognize this as the ultimate criterion."
"There is a danger," the Pope observed, "that philosophy, no longer feeling itself capable of playing its true role, may degenerate into positivism; that theology with its message to reason, may be confined to the private sphere of a particular group, large or small as it may be."
In closing his discourse, Benedict XVI asked: "What does the Pope have to do or to say to the university?" And he answered: "Certainly he must not seek to impose on others, in an authoritarian way, a faith which can only be given in freedom. Over and above his ministry as a pastor in the Church and on the basis of the intrinsic nature of such pastoral ministry, it his job to maintain high the awareness of truth, inviting reason ever and anew to seek truth, goodness, God and, on this journey, encouraging it to notice the valuable lights that have arisen during the history of the Christian faith."

The University of Rome closes its doors to the Pope. Here’s the lesson they didn’t want to hear

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/186421bdc4.html?eng=y EXTRACT
A group of teachers and students forced Benedict XVI to cancel his visit to "La Sapienza." But the professor pope did not give up: he made public, a day early, the address that he had written for the occasion. It is the follow-up to the formidable lecture in Regensburg, on the ultimate questions of faith and reason. 
By Sandro Magister, Rome, January 17, 2008 
They welcomed him at the Blue Mosque in Istanbul. They offered him the lectern at the University of Regensburg. They're waiting for him in New York, for an address to the United Nations. 
But not at the Rome university "La Sapienza." He's shut out. Benedict XVI had to decline to deliver an address, on Thursday, January 17, at the main university of the diocese of which he is bishop. The university that had already received visits from Paul VI in 1964, and from John Paul II in 1991. The unprecedented cancellation of the pope's visit was announced at 5 p.m. on Tuesday, January 15, in a curt press release from the Vatican press office. 
The following day, Wednesday the 16th, the cardinal secretary of state wrote in these words to the rector of the university that had invited Benedict XVI, professor Renato Guarino: 
"Since at the initiative of a decidedly minority group of professors and students, the conditions for a dignified and peaceful welcome were lacking, it has been judged prudent to delay the scheduled visit in order to remove any pretext for demonstrations that would have been unpleasant for all. But in the awareness of the sincere desire on the part of the great majority of the professors and students for culturally significant words from which they can take encouragement for their personal journey in search of the truth, the Holy Father has arranged to send you the text he prepared personally for the occasion [...] with the hope that all may find within it ideas for enriching reflections and examinations." 
And on the afternoon of that same day, "L'Osservatore Romano" published the complete text of the address that the pope was supposed to have read the following day at the "La Sapienza" university. 
It is a lecture that is related to the one Benedict XVI delivered at the University of Regensburg on September 12, 2005. The subjects are the nature and tasks of the university, the relationship between truth and freedom, between faith and reason, among philosophy, theology, and the other branches of knowledge, between the Church and the modern world. 
It is a lecture of capital importance for understanding the thought of Pope Joseph Ratzinger, his incessant call upon reason "to take up the pursuit of truth, of goodness, of God, and along this journey to glimpse the guiding lights that have arisen throughout the history of the Christian faith." 
What follows here is an ample extract from this address, followed by some information on the background of the pope's aborted visit to the university of Rome: 
"I DO NOT COME TO IMPOSE MY FAITH, BUT TO CALL FOR COURAGE ON BEHALF OF THE TRUTH"
by Benedict XVI 
[...] What can and should the pope say in meeting with his city's university? Reflecting on this question, it seemed to me that it includes two more questions, the clarification of which should by itself lead to the answer. It is necessary, in fact, to ask: What is the nature and mission of the papacy? And again: What is the nature and mission of the university? [...] 
The pope is, first of all, the bishop of Rome, and as such, in virtue of apostolic succession from the apostle Peter, he has episcopal responsibility in regard to the entire Catholic Church. [...] But this community that the bishop cares for – as large or small as it may be – lives in the world; its conditions, its journey, its example, and its words inevitably influence the rest of the human community in its entirety. [...] The pope speaks as the representative of a believing community, in which throughout the centuries of its existence a specific life wisdom has matured. He speaks as the representative of a community that holds within itself a treasury of ethical understanding and experience, which is important for all of humanity. In this sense, he speaks as the representative of a form of ethical reasoning. But now we must ask: And what is a university? What is its task? [...] I think it can be said that the true, deep origin of the university lies in the thirst for knowledge that is proper to man. He wants to know about everything around him. He wants truth. 
In this sense, the questioning of Socrates can be seen as the impulse from which the Western university was born. I think, for example – to mention just one text – of the dispute with Euthyphro, who defended before Socrates his mythical religion and his devotion. To this, Socrates poses the question: "Do you believe that there truly exist among the gods mutual warfare and terrible enmities and battles? Must we, Euthyphro, really say that all of this is true?" (6 b-c). 
In this question, which hardly seems devout – but which in Socrates, instead, originated in a deeper and more pure religiosity, from the search for the truly divine God – the Christians of the first centuries recognized themselves and their own journey. They did not accept the faith in a positivist manner, or as the way to escape from unrequited desires; they understood it as the dispelling of the fog of mythological religion, to make room for the God who is the creative Reason, and at the same time Reason-Love. For this reason, the reasoned reflection about the greatest God and about the true nature and meaning of the human being was not a problematic lack of religious devotion, but was part of the essence of their way of being religious. They therefore did not need to undo or set aside Socratic questioning, but they were able, and even required, to accept it and acknowledge as part of their own identity reason's laborious search for understanding the whole truth. Thus in the domain of the Christian faith, in the Christian world, the university could and even had to emerge. 
A further step is necessary. Man wants to know, he wants truth. Truth is in the first place a matter of seeing, of understanding, of theory, as the Greek tradition calls it. But the truth is never solely theoretical. In making a comparison between the Beatitudes of the Sermon on the Mount and the gifts of the Holy Spirit mentioned in Isaiah 11, Augustine asserted a reciprocity between "scientia" and "tristitia": simply knowing, he says, makes us sad. And in fact, those who see and learn only what happens in the world end up sad. But truth means more than just knowing: the knowledge of the truth has as its aim the understanding of the good. This is also the meaning of Socratic questioning: What is the good that makes us true? The truth makes us good, and goodness is truth: this is the optimism that lives in the Christian faith, because it has been granted the vision of the Logos, of the creative Reason that, in the incarnation of God, revealed itself at the same time as the Good, as Goodness itself. 
In medieval theology, there was an extensive dispute about the relationship between theory and practice, about the right relationship between knowing and acting – a dispute that we need not elaborate here. In fact, the medieval university with its four faculties presents this correlation. 

Let's begin with the faculty that, according to the understanding at the time, was the fourth, that of medicine. 
Even if was considered more an "art" than a science, nevertheless its insertion into the cosmos of the universitas clearly meant that it was placed within the domain of rationality, that the art of healing was under the guidance of reason and removed from the domain of magic. Healing is a task that requires increasing use of simple reason, but precisely for this reason it needs the connection between knowledge and power, it needs to belong to the sphere of ratio. 
Inevitably there appears the question of the relation between practice and theory, between knowledge and action, in the faculty of jurisprudence as well. 
The matter is one of giving the right form to human freedom, which is always freedom in reciprocal communion: law is the condition for freedom, not its antagonist. But here the question immediately arises: How can the criteria of justice be identified that make possible a freedom that is lived together, and that help man to become good? 
At this point we need to jump back into the present: the question is how a juridical norm can be found that guarantees the ordering of freedom, human dignity, and human rights. This is the question that occupies us today in the democratic processes of opinion formation, and that at the same time fills us with anxiety over the future of humanity. 
In my view, Jürgen Habermas expresses a vast consensus in current thought when he says that the legitimacy of a constitutional charter, as the precondition for legality, is derived from two sources: from the egalitarian political participation of all citizens, and from the reasonable manner in which political disagreements are resolved. 
Concerning this "reasonable manner," he notes that this cannot be solely a struggle for an arithmetical majority, but that it must characterize itself as a "process of argumentation sensitive to the truth" (wahrheitssensibles Argumentationsverfahren). This is well said, but it is a very difficult thing to transform into political practice. The representatives of that public "process of argumentation" are – we know – predominantly the political parties as the agents for shaping political will. In fact, these will unfailingly aim above all at attaining majorities, and in this they will almost inevitably pay attention to interests that they promise to satisfy; but these are often special interests and do not truly serve everyone. Sensitivity to the truth is constantly overruled by sensitivity toward interests. I find significant the fact that Habermas speaks of sensitivity to truth as an element necessary in the process of political argumentation, thus reinserting the concept of truth into philosophical and political debate. 
But then the question of Pilate becomes inevitable: What is truth? And how is it recognized? If for this one turns back to "public reason," as John Rawls does, the question arises once again: What is reasonable? How does a form of reason demonstrate itself as true? In any case, on the basis of this it becomes clear that in the search for the right to freedom, for truth, for just coexistence, attention must be paid to voices different from those of political parties and interest groups, without wanting to contest their importance in the least. 
We thus return to the structure of the medieval university. Beside the faculty of jurisprudence there were the faculties of philosophy and theology, to which were entrusted the study of man in his entirety, and with this the task of keeping alive the sensitivity to truth. 
It might even be said that this is the permanent and true meaning of both faculties: to be custodians of the sensitivity to truth, not to allow man to be drawn away from the search for truth. But how can these fulfill their task? This is a question that always demands strenuous new efforts, and that is never posed and resolved definitively. Thus, at this point, not even I can properly offer an answer, but rather an invitation to remain on the journey with this question – on the journey with the great ones who throughout history have struggled and sought, with their responses and their restlessness for the truth, which continually beckons from beyond any individual answer. 
Theology and philosophy form in this way a peculiar pair of twins, neither of which can be completely separated from the other, while each must preserve its own task and its own identity. 
It is an historical merit of Saint Thomas Aquinas – in the face of the different response from the Fathers, because of their historical context – that he brought to light the autonomy of philosophy and with this the rights and responsibilities proper to reason, which ponders on the basis of its powers. 
Differentiating themselves from the Neoplatonic philosophies, in which religion and philosophy were inseparably woven together, the Fathers had presented the Christian faith as the true philosophy, emphasizing also that this faith corresponds to the demands of reason in search of the truth; that faith is the "yes" to the truth, compared to the mythical religions that had become mere routine. But then, at the moment of the university's birth, those religions did not exist anymore in the West, but only Christianity, and thus it needed to emphasize in a new way the responsibility proper to reason, which is not swallowed up by faith. Thomas found himself working at a privileged moment: for the first time, Aristotle's philosophical writings were accessible in their entirety: Jewish philosophy and Arab philosophy were present, as specific appropriations and continuations of Greek philosophy. Thus Christianity, in a new dialogue with the reasoning of the others that it encountered, had to struggle to establish its own reasonableness. The faculty of philosophy, which as a so-called "faculty of artists" until that moment had been only a preparation for theology, now became a true and proper faculty, an autonomous partner of theology and of the faith reflected in it. 
We cannot here dwell upon the fascinating encounter that ensued: I would say that Saint Thomas's idea about the relationship between philosophy and theology could be expressed in the Christological formula determined by the Council of Chalcedon: philosophy and theology must interact "without confusion and without separation." 
"Without confusion" means that each of the two must preserve its own identity. Philosophy must remain truly a search conducted by reason in its own freedom and responsibility; it must see its limitations and thus also its greatness and vastness. 
Theology must continue to draw upon a treasury of knowledge that it did not invent itself, that always transcends it and that, since it can never be completely exhausted by reflection, precisely for this reason continually gives new impetus to thought. The principle "without confusion" is joined by that of "without separation": philosophy does not revisit its subject from the starting point each time, thinking in an isolated way, but it takes its place in the great dialogue of historical wisdom, which it always welcomes and develops with both discernment and docility. But neither must it close itself off to what the religions, and in particular the Christian faith, have received and given to humanity as the guideposts of its journey. 
A number of the things said by theologians over the course of history, or put into practice by the ecclesial authorities, have been shown to by false by history, and today these puzzle us. But at the same time, it is true that the history of the saints, the history of the humanism that was built on the foundation of the Christian faith, demonstrate the truth of this faith at its essential core, thus also making it a voice of public reason. Of course, much of what theology and faith say can be practiced only within the context of faith, and therefore cannot be presented as a demand on those to whom this faith remains inaccessible. At the same time it is true, however, that the message of the Christian faith is never a "comprehensive religious doctrine" in Rawls' sense, but is a purifying force for reason, which it helps to be more itself. The Christian message, on the basis of its origin, should always be an encouragement to seek the truth, and thus a force against the pressure of power and special interests. 
So far I have spoken only of the medieval university, seeking in any case to make clear the permanent nature of the university and its task. In modern times, new dimensions of knowledge have been discovered, which in the university are mainly emphasized in two great areas: first of all, in the natural sciences, which have been developed on the basis of the connection between experimentation and the supposed rationality of the subject; and in the second place, in the historical and humanistic sciences, in which man, gazing into the mirror of his history and clarifying the dimensions of his nature, seeks to understand himself better. 
In this development, what has opened before humanity is not only an immense measure of knowledge and power. The understanding and recognition of the rights and dignity of man have also grown, and for this we can only be grateful. 
But man's journey can never be called complete, and the danger of falling into inhumanity is never simply dispelled by fiat: we can see this in the panorama of today's events! The danger for the Western world – to speak only of this – is now that man, precisely in consideration of the greatness of his wisdom and power, could surrender before the question of the truth. And this means, at the same time, that in the end reason collapses under pressure from special interests and under the lure of utility, being forced to recognize this as the ultimate criterion. 
Expressed from the point of view of the university's structure, this means: there is the danger that philosophy, no longer feeling itself capable of fulfilling its true task, would degrade into positivism; that theology, with its message addressed to reason, would be confined to the private sphere of a more or less substantial group. But if reason – engrossed in its own presumed purity – becomes deaf to the great message that comes to it from the Christian faith and its wisdom, it dries up like a tree whose roots no longer reach the water that gives it life. It loses its courage for the truth, and thus diminishes instead of increasing. 
Applied to our European culture, this means: if this wants only to construct itself on the basis of its own circular reasoning and of what it finds convincing at the moment, and – preoccupied with its secular character – separates itself from the roots by which it lives, it then does not become more reasonable and more pure, but disintegrates and collapses. 
With this I return to the point of departure. What can the pope do or say in the university? Certainly he must not seek in an authoritarian way to make others accept the faith, which can only be given in freedom. Beyond his ministry as pastor in the Church, on the basis of the intrinsic nature of this pastoral ministry it is his task to keep alive the sensitivity toward truth; to invite reason continually to take up the pursuit of truth, of goodness, of God, and along this journey to glimpse the guiding lights that have arisen throughout the history of the Christian faith, and thus to perceive Jesus Christ as the Light that illuminates history and helps us find the way toward the future. 

THE BACKGROUND ON THE FAILED VISIT. AND BENEDICT XVI'S THOUGHT ON GALILEO
Two hours before the visit was cancelled, on the afternoon of Tuesday, January 15, "L'Osservatore Romano" published a front-page column that foreshadowed the cancellation and explained the reason for it. 
The author of the note was not an ecclesiastic of the Vatican curia, but Giorgio Israel, a Jewish professor of the history of mathematics at the same "La Sapienza" university of Rome that the pope was supposed to have visited. 
That it should be a non-Catholic intellectual to explain what happened, in the newspaper of the pope, was emblematic of how Benedict XVI looks at what a university should be: a "cosmos" of reason in its various dimensions and specializations, which are called to listen to each other, to work together, to critique each other; a "cosmos" of which the faiths are also a living part, on the same footing as the sciences, each with its distinctive characteristics. 
But this is not what the opponents to the pope's visit wanted: a handful of professors, 67 out of a total of 4,500, and a few dozen students, out of a total of 135,000. But these were strongly supported by a segment of secular Italian culture, also small in size but very present and noisy in the media. 
Here, then is what professor Israel wrote in the edition of "L'Osservatore Romano" printed on the afternoon of January 15: 

WHEN RATZINGER DEFENDED GALILEO AT "LA SAPIENZA" by Giorgio Israel 
It is surprising that those who have chosen as their motto the famous phrase attributed to Voltaire – "I disapprove of what you say, but I will defend to the death your right to say it" – should oppose the pope's delivering an address at the "La Sapienza" university of Rome. 
It is all the more surprising in that the Italian universities are places open to every sort of expression, and it is inexplicable that the pope alone should be barred from entering. 
What could have been so serious as to have prompted the setting aside of Voltairean tolerance? One of the pope's opponents, the professor Marcello Cini, explained this in the letter of last November in which he condemned the invitation issued by the university's rector, Renato Guarini, to Benedict XVI. What appears "dangerous" to him is that the pope should attempt to open a conversation between faith and reason, to re-establish a relationship between the Judeo-Christian and Hellenistic traditions, that he would not want science and faith to be separated by an impenetrable seal. 
This design is intolerable for Cini because he imagines that in reality it is dictated by the perverse intention – which Benedict XVI is thought to have cultivated since he was "head of the Holy Office" – to "bring science under control" and place it back inside "the pseudo-rationality of the dogmas of religion." 
Moreover, according to Cini, the pope had also produced the sinister effect of provoking vehement reactions from the Muslim world. We doubt, however, that Cini would ask a Muslim religious representative to issue a "mea culpa" for the persecution of Averroes before setting foot in "La Sapienza." We are certain, on the contrary, that he would welcome him with open arms in the name of the principles of dialogue and tolerance. 
The opposition to the pope's visit is therefore not motivated by an abstract and traditional principle of secularism. The opposition is of an ideological character, and has as its specific target Benedict XVI, in that he permits himself to speak of science and of the relationship between science and faith, instead of limiting himself to speaking of faith. 
The letter against the visit signed by a group of physics professors was also inspired by a sentiment of distaste for the very person of the pope, whom they presented as an obstinate enemy of Galileo. 
They upbraid the pope for having used – in a conference he gave at "La Sapienza" on February 15, 1990 (cf. J. J. Ratzinger, "Wendezeit für Europa? Diagnosen und Prognosen zur Lage von Kirche und Welt", Einsiedeln-Freiburg, Johannes Verlag, 1991, pp. 59 e 71) – this phrase from the philosopher of science Paul Feyerabend: "At the time of Galileo, the Church remained more faithful to reason than Galileo himself. The trial of Galileo was reasonable and just." 
But they did not bother to read, in full and attentively, that address by the then-cardinal Ratzinger. Its theme was science's crisis of faith in itself, and it gave as an example of this the changing attitudes about the Galileo case. If in the eighteenth century Galileo was the emblem of the Church's medieval obscurantism, in the twentieth century attitudes changed and it was emphasized that Galileo had not furnished convincing proofs of the heliocentric system, culminating in the statement by Feyerabend – whom Ratzinger describes as "an agnostic-skeptic philosopher – and that of Carl Friedrich von Weizsäcker, who went so far as to establish a direct line between Galileo and the atomic bomb. 
Cardinal Ratzinger did not use these citations to seek retaliation and stitch together justifications: "It would be absurd," he said, "to construct a hasty apologetics on the basis of these statements. The faith does not grow from a standpoint of resentment and rejection of rationality." 
Instead, he used the citations as proof of how much "modernity's self-doubt has today affected science and technology." 
In other words, the address from 1990 can well be considered, by those who read it with a minimum of attention, as a defense of Galilean rationality against the skepticism and relativism of postmodern culture. 
Besides, anyone who is at all familiar with the recent statements of Benedict XVI on this topic knows very well how he looks with "admiration" on Galileo's famous statement that the book of nature is written in the language of mathematics. 
How could it happen that university teachers should run headlong into such a disaster? A teacher should consider it as a failure of his profession to have sent such a careless, superficial, and patchy letter, which leads to real and genuine distortions. 
But I am afraid that intellectual rigor is of little interest here, and that the intention is to strike blows at any cost. Nor does secularism have anything to do with it, a category foreign to the behavior of some of the signatories, who have never said even a single word against Islamic fundamentalism or against the denial of the Holocaust. In this incident there has emerged a part of secular culture that makes no arguments, but demonizes. 
It does not discuss, like true secular culture 
In addendum to what professor Israel wrote, it should be noted that the conference delivered by then-cardinal Ratzinger at the Rome university "La Sapienza" on February 15, 1990, with the passages on Galileo Galilei, was a re-presentation of a conference he had given earlier in Rieti on December 16, 1989. Ratzinger again repeated the conference, with the necessary adaptations, in Madrid on February 24, 1990, and in Parma on March 15 of the same year. 
The text of the conference was then included in a volume published by Johannes Verlag in Germany 1991, and in 1992 in Italy by Edizioni Paoline, under the title "Svolta per l'Europa? Chiesa e modernità nell'Europa dei rivolgimenti [A Turning Point for Europe? The Church and Modernity in the Europe of Upheavals]." […]
The difficulty finding commonality between Christians and Muslims 

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=6178 March 10, 2008
http://www.onlineopinion.com.au/view.asp?article=7067&page=0 By David Palmer March 3, 2008

In response to Pope Benedict XVI’s well publicised 2006 Regensburg address in which some mildly critical observations were offered in relation to Islam, 138 Muslim religious and political leaders at the end of Ramadan last year sent out a remarkable open letter, entitled A Common Word between Us and You. 

The letter was addressed to the Pope, 20 Orthodox Patriarchs and Leaders of all the main Protestant groupings. According to those knowledgeable, while some of the signatories are known for their moderation and peaceful intentions, others are Wahhabists, Deobandists and members of the Muslim brotherhood.

The following month, a rather enthusiastic response from 300, mainly Protestant, leaders both liberal and evangelical, took the form of a full page advertisement in The New York Times entitled “Loving God and Neighbour Together”.

A Common Word begins by stating that since Muslims and Christians account for more than half the world’s population, “the future of the world depends on peace between Muslims and Christians”. The letter then draws attention to what is said to be held in common between Christians and Muslims - the Unity of God and the necessity of love for Him and neighbour, all of which is supported by quotations drawn from the Koran and the Bible. These three matters are said to serve as the basis for their invitation to Christians “to come together with us on the basis of what is common to us”.

From the responses to date it is clear that, during the course of 2008 and beyond, there will be discussions between groups of Muslims and Christians. Thus the Vatican’s response has been to invite representatives of the 138 Muslim scholars to a meeting with the Pope but is otherwise subdued, noting as a fact that differences between Christians and Muslims cannot be “ignored or downplayed”.

This caution on the part of the Vatican is appropriate for it is quite clear that the Muslim’s explication of the Unity of God and the Koranic texts selected to illustrate the doctrine can be read as a classic example of Islamic mission (da’wa) - in this case addressed to the topmost echelons of the world wide Church of Jesus Christ!

In other words, the letter from the 138 Muslim scholars and leaders is an invitation to the Church’s leaders to become Muslims, and will be read as such by knowledgeable Muslims generally. No one should be in any doubt on this point, least of all those proposing to meet with these scholars. The lack of response of the Orthodox Patriarchs to A Common Word, because of the long and bitter experience of the Eastern Church living under militant Islam, rather underscores this understanding of the Muslims’ letter.

However, it is still good that Christian leaders should, with open eyes, accept the letter at face value, as a genuine call to dialogue with a view at the very least to reducing tensions between Christians and Muslims. This certainly is owed to those moderate Muslims who have signed A Common Word, and who are unlikely to press the call for submission.

In the second place, Christian leaders for their part, out of loyalty to Christ and His Church must make clear their own adherence to the far richer revelation of the triune God given through Scripture and in the person of our Lord Jesus Christ. To do otherwise would be a betrayal.

Then too, importantly, there will be opportunity to press issues such as the right of both Muslims and Christians anywhere to worship freely and to proselytise, even the right to proselytise persons of each other’s faith, the right of non-Muslim minorities together with their religious institutions to share fully in an unhindered way, in the life of their respective nations as well as the right of persons to change their religion without fear of interference, persecution, or death at the hands of the State or other persons, including family members.

This is an issue of reciprocity since Muslims living in the West already enjoy these rights.

But how easy will such discussions be?

Quite apart from the issue of getting some uniformity of agreement from internally disparate groupings of Muslims and Christians, itself a major issue, the difficulties at the Muslim Christian divide are considerable.

In the first place agreeing on what the unity of God means is impossible and should not be even attempted, even for those Christians who might wish to affirm that Muslims and Christians worship the same God.

The second difficulty concerns the Islamic understanding of terms used in A Common Word, terms which would be understood quite differently by Christians. For example, the meaning of “freedom of religion” for a Muslim means freedom to practice Islam alone. As previously noted, the term “unity of God” constitutes a rejection of the Christian doctrine of the Trinity. Also problematic is the Islamic use of “devotion” as a synonym for “love”.

The immutability of the Islamic sacred texts represents a third difficulty. These texts contain many alarming things for Christians and persons of other faiths. The classic example is Sura 9.29 which reads, quoting from the Noble Koran translation of Dr. Hilali and Dr. Khan, published by Maktaba Dar-us-Salam, Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, “Fight against those who believe not in Allah, nor in the Last Day, nor forbid that which has been forbidden by Allah and His Messenger and those who acknowledge not the religion of truth (i.e. Islam) among the people of the Scripture (Jews and Christians) until they pay the jizya with willing submission, and feel themselves subdued”. The Noble Koran adds a footnote to the effect that the jizya is a tax levied from the non-Muslim people (Jews and Christians), who are under the protection of a Muslim government.

Aside from Islamic teaching, the history of Muslim Christian relations clearly tells us that Islam has never been at peace with Christianity. As Bernard Lewis (in The Crisis of Islam: Holy War and Unholy Terror), renowned authority on Islamic affairs points out, “the presumption is that the duty of jihad will continue, interrupted only by truces, until all the world either adopts the Muslim faith or submits to Muslim rule”.

Therefore, getting Muslims to move on issues such as the status of Christians and Jews as second class citizens (dhimmis) in Islamic society and the treatment of apostates (Muslim converts to Christianity) will be extraordinarily difficult.

A fourth difficulty concerns the Islamic doctrine of taqiyya.

Whereas for Christians, lying is considered a sin, the use of taqiyya in Islamic jurisprudence and theology, as a precautionary deception and keeping one's convictions secret from unbelievers, is regarded as a virtue and a religious duty. And “unbelievers” is precisely how Muslims consider the Pope and other Christian leaders.

A major problem, that will frustrate Muslims, concerns the issue of what it is that the Muslims are seeking and this issue is allied to the implied fallacy in A Common Word that Christian leaders can speak for Western nations. This is an understandable confusion for Muslims as Islam is as much a political ideology as a religion in a way that Christianity is not, the Crusades notwithstanding.

This coalescence of religion and political ideology in Islam helps explain why true freedom of religion remains so foreign to it. By issuing this challenge to Christianity, Islam in fact challenges itself to recognise the religious neutrality of the state and therefore religious freedom for all its citizens regardless of their particular religious beliefs.

So, what are Muslims seeking?

One answer has already been suggested - the conversion of the Church’s leaders, beginning with the Pope. This can be no more than a fond hope, even for the most conservative Muslim.

Arguably, the main objective for the Muslim political leaders signing A Common Word must be to gain the assistance of Church leaders in bringing the war on terror, or in Muslim eyes the war on Islam, to a speedy end. In this they will be disappointed. The disappointment will not be with the words and actions of church leaders, who with few exceptions will willingly comply, but rather with the discovery that the church leaders’ voice will count for so little in determining the course of the war on terror.

While it would be foolish in the extreme to expect any significant doctrinal accord between Muslims and Christians, yet on the basis of our common humanity and for the sake of the approximately one in ten Christians facing persecution in the world today, much of it from Muslims, we should by all means possible seek mutual understanding and civility in relationships across the Muslim Christian divide. This, I suggest, would be a profoundly Christian thing to do, even if in effect all that is achieved is a truce for a limited time.

In the first place agreeing on what the unity of God means is impossible and should not be even attempted, even for those Christians who might wish to affirm that Muslims and Christians worship the same God.

The second difficulty concerns the Islamic understanding of terms used in A Common Word, terms which would be understood quite differently by Christians. For example, the meaning of “freedom of religion” for a Muslim means freedom to practice Islam alone. As previously noted, the term “unity of God” constitutes a rejection of the Christian doctrine of the Trinity. Also problematic is the Islamic use of “devotion” as a synonym for “love”.

The immutability of the Islamic sacred texts represents a third difficulty. These texts contain many alarming things for Christians and persons of other faiths. The classic example is Sura 9.29 which reads, quoting from the Noble Koran translation of Dr. Hilali and Dr. Khan, published by Maktaba Dar-us-Salam, Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, “Fight against those who believe not in Allah, nor in the Last Day, nor forbid that which has been forbidden by Allah and His Messenger and those who acknowledge not the religion of truth (i.e. Islam) among the people of the Scripture (Jews and Christians) until they pay the jizya with willing submission, and feel themselves subdued”. The Noble Koran adds a footnote to the effect that the jizya is a tax levied from the non-Muslim people (Jews and Christians), who are under the protection of a Muslim government.

Aside from Islamic teaching, the history of Muslim Christian relations clearly tells us that Islam has never been at peace with Christianity. As Bernard Lewis (in The Crisis of Islam: Holy War and Unholy Terror), renowned authority on Islamic affairs points out, “the presumption is that the duty of jihad will continue, interrupted only by truces, until all the world either adopts the Muslim faith or submits to Muslim rule”.

Therefore, getting Muslims to move on issues such as the status of Christians and Jews as second class citizens (dhimmis) in Islamic society and the treatment of apostates (Muslim converts to Christianity) will be extraordinarily difficult.

A fourth difficulty concerns the Islamic doctrine of taqiyya.

Whereas for Christians, lying is considered a sin, the use of taqiyya in Islamic jurisprudence and theology, as a precautionary deception and keeping one's convictions secret from unbelievers, is regarded as a virtue and a religious duty. And “unbelievers” is precisely how Muslims consider the Pope and other Christian leaders.

A major problem, that will frustrate Muslims, concerns the issue of what it is that the Muslims are seeking and this issue is allied to the implied fallacy in A Common Word that Christian leaders can speak for Western nations. This is an understandable confusion for Muslims as Islam is as much a political ideology as a religion in a way that Christianity is not, the Crusades notwithstanding.

This coalescence of religion and political ideology in Islam helps explain why true freedom of religion remains so foreign to it. By issuing this challenge to Christianity, Islam in fact challenges itself to recognise the religious neutrality of the state and therefore religious freedom for all its citizens regardless of their particular religious beliefs.

So, what are Muslims seeking?

One answer has already been suggested - the conversion of the Church’s leaders, beginning with the Pope. This can be no more than a fond hope, even for the most conservative Muslim.

Arguably, the main objective for the Muslim political leaders signing A Common Word must be to gain the assistance of Church leaders in bringing the war on terror, or in Muslim eyes the war on Islam, to a speedy end. In this they will be disappointed. The disappointment will not be with the words and actions of church leaders, who with few exceptions will willingly comply, but rather with the discovery that the church leaders’ voice will count for so little in determining the course of the war on terror.

While it would be foolish in the extreme to expect any significant doctrinal accord between Muslims and Christians, yet on the basis of our common humanity and for the sake of the approximately one in ten Christians facing persecution in the world today, much of it from Muslims, we should by all means possible seek mutual understanding and civility in relationships across the Muslim Christian divide. 

This, I suggest, would be a profoundly Christian thing to do, even if in effect all that is achieved is a truce for a limited time.

David Palmer is the Convener of the Presbyterian Church of Victoria Church and Nation Committee.

The America of Benedict XVI, a model for Catholic Europe

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/196448?eng=y
By Sandro Magister, Rome, April 4, 2008
When, in mid-April, Benedict XVI lands at the military airport of Andrews Air Force Base in Washington, the United States will take the lead in the list of the countries most visited by the popes, tieing Poland for the number of visits, with nine, and Turkey for the number of popes who have visited, with three, following his predecessors Paul VI and John Paul II. 
The latter, a ceaseless traveler, made the rounds all over the United States. During his first visit, in 1979, he visited seven cities in six days, delivering 63 speeches. The more sedate Joseph Ratzinger, who also make a visit of seven days, will instead stop in only two places: Washington – where he will meet George W. Bush at the White House on April 16 – and New York. He will deliver just 11 speeches. But the mere announcement of at least two of these are already causing jitters, after the current pope showed the world in Regensburg to what daredevil extremes he is willing to go. These will be the speech on April 17, in Washington, to representatives of Judaism, Islam, and other religions, and the one on April 18, in New York, to the general assembly of the United Nations. 
In Regensburg, Benedict XVI denounced as the chief errors of today's world its separation of faith from reason, of which he accused Islamism, and the loss of faith and reason, which he instead imputed to the dominant culture in Europe and America. It's a good bet that he will go even farther at the podium of the UN, and will offer the world a primer on peace founded upon natural law, on the inviolable rights engraved in the conscience of each person, but also written in the "universal declaration" that marks its 60th birthday in 2008. 
This is an easy forecast to make, if one only looks at what the pope said last February 29, while receiving the new U.S. ambassador to the Holy See, Mary Ann Glendon. For Benedict XVI the United States is a model to be imitated by all. It is the country born and founded "on the self-evident truth that the Creator has endowed each human being with certain inalienable rights," among the first of which is liberty.
With this pope, the United States is no longer held up for scolding by the Vatican authorities. Until a few decades ago, it was tasked with being the temple of Calvinist capitalism, of social Darwinism, of the electric chair, with a hair trigger in every corner of the world. 
Today these paradigms seem to have been set aside to a great extent. The Church of Rome vigorously contested the military attack on the Iraq of Saddam Hussein. Even Benedict XVI. But it is not now pressing for the withdrawal of the soldiers. It wants them to remain there "on a peacekeeping mission," including the defense of the Christian minorities. 
In any case, the general judgment on the United States has shifted to the positive, to the same extent that judgments on Europe have become more pessimistic. To ambassador Glendon, Benedict XVI said that he admires "the American people's historic appreciation of the role of religion in shaping public discourse," a role that in other places – read, Europe – is "contested in the name of a straitened understanding of political life." With the consequences that stem from this on the points that are most crucial to the Church, like "legal protection for God's gift of life from conception to natural death," marriage, the family. 
The Church of Rome has more often found itself in harmony with the Republican presidents, from Reagan to Bush Sr. and Jr., than it has with the Democrat Clinton, precisely because of the greater dedication of the former to safeguarding life and promoting religious freedom in the world. In Cairo in 1994, and in Beijing in 1995, at the two international conferences convened by the United Nations on the demographic question and on women, both held during the Clinton presidency, the delegation of the Holy See fought tenaciously against the United States and Europe, which wanted to incentivize abortion in order to reduce births in poor countries. 
And who led the Vatican team in Beijing? Mary Ann Glendon, a former feminist, a law professor at Harvard University later appointed by John Paul II as president of the pontifical Academy of Social Sciences, and today a United States ambassador. Her speech in Beijing fell like a sharp sword: "Does the conference want to combat the violence suffered by women? Very well. Then let's take note of this. Among these forms of violence are mandatory birth control programs, forced sterilizations, pressure to abort, sex selection and the consequent destruction of female fetuses." 
In a collection of her essays just released in Italy, published by Rubbettino, Mary Ann Glendon again criticizes what happened in Beijing and in the following years. She accuses rich countries of cutting off financial aid, preferring the shortcut of abortion and zero cost population curbs. Above all, she accuses the secular Western elites of replacing the "full, rich, balanced" language of the universal declaration on human rights with the "mediocre jargon" of individual desires without duties or responsibilities. 

Her indictment has been republished by "L'Osservatore Romano." 
For these same reasons, on multiple occasions in recent years the Vatican authorities have criticized the UN and the European Union. This does not take away from the fact that the Holy See continues to trust in and support the United Nations as a peaceful means of solving international controversies. 
The Holy See is present at the UN as a "permanent observer state." 

It cannot vote, but it has the right to speak and to reply. The campaign for its removal, orchestrated a few years ago by non-governmental organizations committed to population control, annoyed over the opposition from the Vatican, produced the opposite effect. In July of 2004, the UN general assembly unanimously approved a revolution that not only confirmed, but even reinforced the presence of the Holy See in the organization. 
From the dais of the UN, Benedict XVI will speak to the entire world, in which Catholics are less than one sixth of the population. Not even in the United States are Catholics in the majority. They are about 70 million out of 300 million, 23.9 percent, according to a very recent study by the Pew Forum on Religion & Public Life, conducted on a sample of 35,000 Americans. But they have a significant presence nonetheless, much more so than the Catholics in Italy, and they belong to a strongly Christian country, with rates of religious participation much higher than in Europe. 
In the presidential elections of 2004, Catholics played no small role in the reelection of George W. Bush. But the members of the hierarchy did not tell them how to vote, nor will they do so in the upcoming elections. Pro-life Catholics are inclined to vote for the Republican John McCain, while Catholics in favor of peace and justice are for the Democrat Hillary Clinton or Barack Obama. The Church authorities appreciate in any case the fact that all of the candidates have given a prominent place to the religious dimension. 
Because that's the way the United States is. It is at the vanguard of modernity, and at the same time is the most religious nation in the world. It is a model of separation between Church and state, at the same time is a country with a significant public role for the religions. The study by the Pew Forum has found that at the numbers of atheists and agnostics are very small, 1.6 and 2.4 percent respectively, in spite of the fact that they seem much more numerous and outspoken in the media.
But the most relevant results of the study is another one. It is the extremely high number of American citizens who pass from one religious confession to another, or who are "reborn" to a new spiritual life while remaining in the same religion. 
There's no other nation in the world in which the religious market is so vibrant, and the competition so fierce. 44 percent of Americans over the age of 18 have changed their religious affiliation, some of them more than once, or have passed from unbelief to the faith, or vice versa. 
Among the Protestant confessions, to which about half of Americans belong, a sharp decrease is underway among those of "liberal" orientation in matters of individual rights. But the "evangelical," puritan groups are increasing, some of which have strongly anti-papist traditions, but have now drawn closer to the Church of Rome in the name of a common battle in defense of life. 
One out of three American Catholics who grew up in the Catholic Church have left it. But these losses are compensated by the acquisition of new converts and by the arrival of many Catholic immigrants from various countries, above all from Latin America. 
This migratory to transplanting is of such proportions that it is changing the face of Catholicism in the United States. And Rome understands this very well, so much so that at the last consistory, on November 24, 2007, Benedict XVI made Daniel DiNardo a cardinal. DiNardo is the archbishop of Galveston and Houston in Texas, a diocese never before honored with the purple, but where the number of Catholics is on a dizzying increase, as it is another dioceses that are destinations for immigrants, for example Dallas, where there were 200,000 Catholics 20 years ago and more than a million now, most of them having come from Mexico. 
If one also considers the fact that Mexico is the Latin American country in which the Catholic Church is most vigorous among young people as well, with an impressive blossoming of vocations to the priests and religious life, one can then understand another new development in Catholicism in the United States: the decrease in the average age of its members. 
Among Catholics over the age of 60, the great majority are white, but among those from 18 to 40 years old, almost half are "Latinos," meaning that they have come from Mexico and other Latin American countries. These are fresh infusions that compensate for the abandonment of the Catholic Church on the part of young whites under the age of 30, the age group most extensively eroded by secularization. 
In all of 2007, the "New York Times" put Benedict XVI on the front page only twice, compared to 25 times for John Paul II in the third year of his pontificate. But pope Ratzinger will make up ground with his upcoming voyage. The United States appears to him as very promising terrain for planting. The year after World Youth Day in 1993, the diocese of Denver recorded 2,000 new converts and in a percent rise in Mass attendance. Weary Catholic Europe should take a lesson.

The survey on the U.S. religious landscape cited here is available in its entirety on the website of the Pew Forum on Religion & Public Life: U.S. Religious Landscape Survey 

The following data are taken from that survey. 
RELIGION IN THE UNITED STATES, IN 2008 
Percentages out of the total adult population: 
CHRISTIANS 78.4 
Protestants 51.3 
"Evangelical" Churches 26.3 
Mainline Churches 18.1 
Historically black Churches 6.9 
Catholics 23.9 
Mormons 1.7 
Jehovah's Witnesses 0.7 

Orthodox 0.6 
Greek Orthodox <0.3 
Russian Orthodox <0.3 
Other <0.3 
Other Christians 0.3 
OTHER RELIGIONS 4.7 
Jews 1.7 
Reformed 0.7 
Conservative 0.5 
Orthodox <0.3 
Other 0.3 
Buddhists 0.7 
Zen Buddhists <0.3 
Theravada Buddhists <0.3 
Tibetan Buddhists <0.3 
Other 0.3 
Muslims 0.6 
Sunnis 0.3 
Shiites <0.3 
Other <0.3 
Hindus 0.4 
Other faiths 1.3 
Unitarians and other liberal faiths 0.7 
New Age 0.4 
Native American religions <0.3 
Other world religions <0.3 
UNAFFILIATED 16.1 
Secular unaffiliated 6.3 
Unaffiliated but with religious sentiments 5.8 
Agnostics 2.4 
Atheists 1.6 
DON'T KNOW / NO ANSWER 0.8 
TOTAL 100 
SOME FIGURES ON THE CATHOLIC CHURCH 
Out of 100 Catholics... 
Whites 65 
Latinos 29 
Blacks 2 
Asians 2 
Other 2 
Out of 100 Catholics over the age of 60... 
Whites 83 
Latinos 15 
Out of 100 Catholics under the age of 40... 
Whites 48 
Latinos 45 
Out of 100 Catholics... 
Born in the U.S. 76 
Born elsewhere 24 
Out of 100 Catholics born outside of the U.S... 
52 from Mexico 
30 from other countries of Latin America 
6 from Western Europe 
5 from East Asia 
2 from Eastern Europe 
1 from Africa 
4 from other countries 

The schedule and documents for the upcoming voyage of Benedict XVI, on the Vatican website: 
Journey to the United States and visit to the UNO, April 15-21, 2008 
The papal voyage on the website of the United States bishops' conference: Christ Our Hope 
And on the online news agency of the conference, Catholic News Service: Visit to America
The Pope Speaks His Mind. A Cardinal Explains Him

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/1337535?eng=y
In the letter in which he defended lifting the excommunication from the Lefebvrists, Benedict XVI has confirmed the indispensable aims of his pontificate. Cardinal Ruini has analyzed these one by one. Here's what they are, and why 
By Sandro Magister, Rome, March 16, 2009 
The stunning letter that Benedict XVI wrote six days ago to the bishops all over the world is much more than a casual reply to the "avalanche of protests" against his decision to lift the excommunication from the Lefebvrists.
It is a letter reminiscent of the ones from Paul and the apostolic Fathers. It is no coincidence that it cites the letter to the Galatians (in the illustration, the beginning of this letter in an Egyptian papyrus from the year 200). These were documents addressed to specific Christian communities, with a deep sense of concern for their weaknesses and distress. But they also went straight to the foundations of faith, they expressed that by which the Church stands or falls.
Benedict XVI has done the same thing. In his letter, he did not silence any of the accusations against him. But he also wrote about what means more to him than anything else, in these few resounding lines:
"Leading men and women to God, to the God who speaks in the Bible: this is the supreme and fundamental priority of the Church and of the Successor of Peter at the present time. A logical consequence of this is that we must have at heart the unity of all believers."
The letter of March 10, 2009, is therefore a key text for understanding the pontificate of Joseph Ratzinger. It marks the road that he is traveling with determination, without swerving in the slightest under the blows of opposition.
During the same days when Benedict XVI was writing his letter, a cardinal was trying by his own initiative to decipher the profound meaning of this pontificate, to identify its "priorities" and explain these to an audience, in a public conference.
"The first and greatest priority is God himself," he began, with almost the same words as Benedict XVI in his letter.
The astonishing harmony between the cardinal's analysis and the pope's explanation of his motives, in the letter, urge a complete reading of the text of the conference.
The cardinal is Camillo Ruini, who until a year ago was Benedict XVI's vicar for overseeing the diocese of Rome.
He held the conference on March 1, 2009, in Vicenza, in the Catholic cultural institute "Mariano Rumor."

The priorities of Benedict XVI's pontificate by Camillo Ruini
In the homily at the beginning of his pontificate, Benedict XVI said that he had no program of his own, if not the one that comes to us from the Lord Jesus Christ. This was a clear reminder of what is essential in Christianity. The new pontificate also situated itself in substantial continuity with that of John Paul II, whose main collaborator in terms of decisive content was Joseph Ratzinger.
In this context, it is not difficult to identify some of the priorities of Benedict XVI's pontificate.
The first and greatest priority is God himself, that God who is too easily pushed to the edges of our lives, focused on "doing," especially through "techno-science," and on "enjoyment-consumption." That God is even expressly negated by an evolutionist "metaphysics" that reduces everything to nature, to matter-energy, to chance (random mutations) and to necessity (natural selection), or more often is said to be unknowable according to the principle that "latet omne verum," all truth is hidden, as a result of the restriction of the horizons of our reason to that which can be experienced and measured, according to the view now prevalent. That God, finally, who has been proclaimed "dead," with the assertion of nihilism and the resulting collapse of all certainty.
The first effort of the pontificate is therefore to reopen the road to God: but not, however, by having the agenda dictated by those who do not believe in God and rely only upon themselves. On the contrary, the initiative belongs to God, and this initiative has a name, Jesus Christ: God reveals himself to us in some manner in nature and conscience, but he has revealed himself in a direct and personal manner to Abraham, Moses, the prophets of the Old Testament, and in an unprecedented manner he has revealed himself in the Son, in the incarnation, cross, and resurrection of Christ. There are therefore two paths, that of our search for God and that of God who comes in search of us, but only the latter of these permits us to know the face of God, his deep mystery, his attitude toward us.
This brings us to the second priority of the pontificate: prayer. This is not only personal prayer, but also and above all prayer "in" and "of" the people of God and the body of Christ, meaning the liturgical prayer of the Church.
In the preface to the first volume of his "Opera omnia," recently published in German, Benedict XVI writes: "The liturgy of the Church has been, since my childhood, the central activity of my life, and also became the center of my theological work." We can add that today it is the center of his pontificate.
This brings us to a controversial point, especially after the motu proprio permitting the use of the preconciliar liturgy, and even more after the lifting of the excommunication from the four Lefebvrist bishops. But even before this, Joseph Ratzinger had made this point very clear. He was one of the great supporters of the liturgical movement that paved the way for the Council, and one of the main proponents of Vatican II, and has always remained so. But with the implementation of the liturgical reform in the first years following the Council, he opposed the prohibition against using the missal of St. Pius V, seeing this as an unnecessary cause of suffering for the many people who loved that liturgy, in addition to being a rupture with the previous praxis of the Church, which, in the successive reforms of the liturgy in history, had not prohibited the liturgies in use until then. As pontiff, he has thus believed it necessary to remedy this inconvenience by making it easier to use the Roman rite in its preconciliar form. He was also driven to do this by his fundamental duty as promoter of Church unity. Moreover, he was moving in the direction already begun by John Paul II. 
In this spirit, the lifting of excommunication was granted in order to facilitate the return of the Lefebvrists, but certainly not in order to dispense with the essential condition of this return, which is full acceptance of Vatican Council II, including the validity of the Mass celebrated according to the missal of Paul VI.
In the positive sense, Benedict XVI has clarified the interpretation of Vatican II in his speech to the Roman curia on December 22, 2005, distancing himself from the "hermeneutics of rupture," which has two forms: the prevalent one, which sees the Council as constituting a radical novelty, and "the spirit of the Council" as much more important than the letter of its texts; the other, on the opposite extreme, sees only the tradition before the Council as valid, and the Council as a rupture rife with harmful consequences, as the Lefebvrists themselves maintain.
Benedict XVI proposes instead the "hermeneutics of reform," or newness in continuity, supported before him by Paul VI and John Paul II: this means that the Council constitutes a great novelty, but in continuity with the one Catholic tradition. Only this kind of hermeneutics is theologically sustainable and pastorally fruitful.
We have thus brought to light another priority of the pontificate: to promote the implementation of the Council, on the basis of this hermeneutics.
In the same perspective, we can speak of a "Christological" or "Christocentric" priority of the pontificate. This is expressed in particular in the book "Jesus of Nazareth," an unusual effort for a pope, to which Benedict XVI dedicated "all of his free moments." Jesus Christ, in fact, is the way of God the Father, he is the substance of Christianity, he is our only Savior.
For this reason, there is terrible danger in the separation between the Jesus of history and the Christ of faith, a separation that is the result of a unilateral absolutization of the historical-critical method, and more precisely an application of this method on the basis of the presupposition that God does not act in history. Such a presupposition, already by itself, represents in fact the negation of the Gospels and of Christianity. In this case as well, it is a matter of expanding the room for rationality, giving credit to a form of reasoning that is open, not closed, to the presence of God in history. This book puts us in contact with Jesus, and in this way introduces us into the substance, into the profundity and novelty of Christianity: reading it is an effort that costs a bit of exertion, but repays this abundantly.
At this point, we can return to the first priority, God, in order to take into consideration also the rational and cultural effort of Benedict XVI, for the purpose of opening contemporary reason to God and of making room for God in behavior and life, personal and social, public and private: particularly important here is the address in Regensburg, the more recent one in Paris, and also the one in Verona in 2006.
As for contemporary reason, Benedict XVI develops a "criticism from within" of scientific technological rationality, which today exercises cultural leadership. This criticism does not concern rationality in itself, which on the contrary has great value and merit, since it allows us to understand nature and ourselves as never before possible, and to improve enormously the practical conditions of our lives. It concerns, instead, its absolutization, as if this rationality constituted the only valid understanding of reality.
Such an absolutization does not proceed from science as such, nor from the great men of science, but rather from a "vulgate" that is very widespread and influential today, and yet is not science but a rather old and superficial philosophical interpretation of it. Science, in fact, owes its successes to its rigorous methodological limitation to that which can be experienced and measured. But if this limitation is universalized, by applying it not only to scientific research but to reason and human understanding and as such, it becomes unsustainable and inhuman, since it would prevent us from rationally pondering the decisive questions of our lives, which concern the meaning and purpose for which we exist, the orientation to give to our existence, and would force us to entrust the answer to these questions solely to our sentiments or arbitrary choices, detached from reason. This may be the most profound problem and also the drama of our present civilization.
Joseph Ratzinger-Benedict XVI goes a step further, demonstrating that reflection on the very structure of scientific knowledge opens the way to God.
One fundamental characteristic of this knowledge is, in fact, the synergy between mathematics and experience, between hypotheses formulated mathematically and their experimental verification: this has produced the monumental, ever-increasing results that science is making available to us. But mathematics is a pure and "abstract" result of our rationality, which pushes beyond everything that we can imagine and represent materially: this happens in particular in quantitative physics – where a single mathematical formulation corresponds at the same time to the image of a wave, or of a particle – and in the theory of relativity, which implies the image of the "curvature" of space. The correspondence between mathematics and the real structures of the universe, without which our scientific predictions would not come true and our technologies would not work, therefore implies that the universe itself is structured in a rational manner, such that there exists a profound correspondence between the reason inside of us and the reason that is "objectified" in nature, or rather intrinsic to nature itself. But we must ask ourselves how this correspondence is possible: thus emerges the hypothesis of a creative Intelligence, which is at the origin of both nature and our rationality. The analysis, nonscientific but philosophical, of the conditions that make science possible therefore brings us back toward the "Logos," the Word of which Saint John speaks at the beginning of his Gospel.
Benedict XVI is not, however, a rationalist, he understands very well the obstacles that obscure our reason, the "strange penumbra" in which we live. For this reason, even at the philosophical level, he does not propose the reasoning that we have seen as an apodictic demonstration, but as "the best hypothesis," which requires on our part that we "renounce a position of domination and risk that of humble listening": the contrary, therefore, of the attitude that is widespread today, and is called "scientism."
In the same way, it cannot be called "scientific" to reduce man to a product of nature ultimately the same as all the others, denying that qualitative difference which characterizes our intelligence and our freedom. 
Such a reduction constitutes, in reality, the complete overturning of the point of departure for modern culture, which consisted in the defense of the human subject, or of his reason and freedom.
For this reason, as Benedict XVI said in Verona, precisely today the Christian faith presents itself as the "great yes" to man, to his reason and freedom, in a socio-cultural context in which individual freedom is emphasized on the social level, making it the supreme criterion of every ethical and legal decision, and in particular in "public ethics," while however denying freedom itself as a reality intrinsic to us, meaning as our personal capacity to choose and to decide, beyond biological, psychological, environmental, and existential conditioning and determinism.
Precisely the reestablishing of a genuine concept of freedom is another priority of the pontificate, the last of which I will speak.
This concerns personal and social life, both public structures and personal behaviors. Benedict XVI disputes, that is, the ethics and the conception of the role of the state and its secularism that he himself has called "the dictatorship of relativism," according to which there is nothing that is good or evil in itself, objectively, but everything must be subordinated to our personal decisions, which automatically become "rights of freedom." This excludes, at least on the public level, not only the ethical norms of Christianity and every other religious tradition, but also the ethical guidelines founded on the nature of man, meaning the profound reality of our being. This is a radical break, a genuine split with the history of humanity: a break that isolates the secularized West from the rest of the world.
In reality, personal freedom is intrinsically relative to other persons and to reality, it is freedom not only "from," but "with" and "for," it is shared freedom that is realized only in combination with responsibility. In concrete terms, Benedict XVI is sometimes accused of insisting unilaterally on anthropological and bioethical topics, like the family and human life, but in reality he similarly stresses social and environmental topics (although certainly without indulging in "ideological pollution"). His third encyclical, which is now imminent, will be dedicated to social topics. The common root of this twofold insistence is God's "yes" to man in Jesus Christ, and in the concrete it is the Christian ethics of love of neighbor, beginning with the weakest.
I conclude by returning to the beginning. Speaking in Subiaco the day before the death of John Paul II, Cardinal Ratzinger invited everyone, including men of good will who are unable to believe, to live "veluti si Deus daretur," as if God exists. But at the same time, he affirmed the need for men who keep their eyes focused on God, and act according to this focus. It is only in this way, in fact, that God can return in the world. This is the meaning and the purpose of the current pontificate.
Benedict XVI's letter to the bishops of the entire world, March 10, 2009:
"If you bite and devour one another, take heed that you are not consumed by one another"
The other major documents of Benedict XVI's pontificate cited by Cardinal Ruini:
To the Roman curia, December 22, 2005
In Regensburg, September 12, 2006
In Verona, October 19, 2006
In Paris, September 12, 2008
Cardinal Ruini's commentary on the letter from Benedict XVI dated March 10, 2009, published in "L'Osservatore Romano" on March 14: The meaning of the Church
In this, Ruini writes:
"In the face of the modern inclination to 'bite and devour one another', which unfortunately is present among us today as it was present among the Galatians to whom St. Paul was writing, we touch a raw nerve of Catholicism in recent centuries, a point of weakness and suffering of which we must become more and better aware. I am referring to the weakening, sometimes practically to the point of extinction, of the meaning of ecclesial membership, meaning the joy and gratitude of being part of the Catholic Church."

The Passion of Pope Benedict. Six Accusations, One Question

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/1342796?eng=y
Pedophilia is only the latest weapon aimed against Joseph Ratzinger. And each time, he is attacked where he most exercises his leadership role. One by one, the critical points of this pontificate. 
By Sandro Magister, Rome, April 7, 2010

The attack striking pope Joseph Ratzinger with the weapon of the scandal posed by priests of his Church is a constant of this pontificate.
It is a constant because every time, on different terrain, striking Benedict XVI means striking the very man who has worked and is working, on that same terrain, with the greatest foresight, resolve, and success.
The tempest that followed his lecture in Regensburg on September 12, 2006 was the first of the series. Benedict XVI was accused of being an enemy of Islam, and an incendiary proponent of the clash of civilizations. The very man who with singular clarity and courage had revealed where the ultimate root of violence is found, in an idea of God severed from rationality, and had then told how to overcome it. The violence and even killings that followed his words were the sad proof that he was right. But the fact that he had hit the mark was confirmed above all by the progress in dialogue between the Catholic Church and Islam that was seen afterward – not in spite of, but because of the lecture in Regensburg – and of which the letter to the pope from the 138 Muslim intellectuals and the visit to the Blue Mosque in Istanbul were the most evident and promising signs.

With Benedict XVI, the dialogue between Christianity and Islam, as with the other religions as well, is today proceeding with clearer awareness about what makes distinctions, by virtue of faith, and what can unite, the natural law written by God in the heart of every man.
A second wave of accusations against Pope Benedict depicts him as an enemy of modern reason, and in particular of its supreme expression, science. The peak of this hostile campaign was reached in January of 2008, when professors forced the pope to cancel a visit to the main university of his diocese, the University of Rome "La Sapienza."
And yet – as previously in Regensburg and then in Paris at the Collège des Bernardins on September 12, 2008 – the speech that the pope intended to give at the University of Rome was a formidable defense of the indissoluble connection between faith and reason, between truth and freedom: "I do not come to impose the faith, but to call for courage for the truth."
The paradox is that Benedict XVI is a great "illuminist" in an age in which the truth has so few admirers and doubt is in command, to the point of wanting to silence the truth.
A third accusation systematically hurled at Benedict XVI is that he is a traditionalist stuck in the past, an enemy of the new developments brought by Vatican Council II.
His speech to the Roman curia on December 22, 2005 on the interpretation of the Council, and in 2007 on the liberalization of the ancient rite of the Mass, are thought to be the proofs in the hands of his accusers.
In reality, the Tradition to which Benedict XVI is faithful is that of the grand history of the Church, from its origins until today, which has nothing to do with a formulaic attachment to the past. In the speech to the curia just mentioned, to exemplify the "reform in continuity" represented by Vatican II, the pope recalled the question of religious freedom. To affirm this completely – he explained – the Council had to go back to the origins of the Church, to the first martyrs, to that "profound patrimony" of Christian Tradition which in recent centuries had been lost, and was found again thanks in part to the criticism of Enlightenment-style reason.
As for the liturgy, if there is an authentic perpetuator of the great liturgical movement that flourished in the Church between the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, from Prosper Guéranger to Romano Guardini, it is precisely Ratzinger himself. 
A fourth terrain of attack runs along the same lines as the previous one. Benedict XVI is accused of derailing ecumenism, of putting reconciliation with the Lefebvrists ahead of dialogue with the other Christian confessions.
But the facts say the opposite. Since Ratzinger has been pope, the journey of reconciliation with the Eastern Churches has taken extraordinary steps forward. Both with the Byzantine Churches that look to the ecumenical patriarchate of Constantinople, and – most surprisingly – with the patriarchate of Moscow.
And if this has happened, it is precisely because of the revived fidelity to the grand Tradition – beginning with that of the first millennium – that is one characteristic of this pope, in addition to being the soul of the Eastern Churches.
On the side of the West, it is again love of Tradition that is driving persons and groups of the Anglican Communion to ask to enter the Church of Rome.
While with the Lefebvrists, what is blocking their reintegration is precisely their attachment to past forms of Church and of doctrine erroneously identified with perennial Tradition. The revocation of the excommunication of four of their bishops, in January of 2009, did nothing to the state of schism in which they remain, just as in 1964 the revocation of excommunications between Rome and Constantinople did not heal the schism between East and West, but made possible a dialogue aimed at unity.
The four Lefebvrist bishops whose excommunication Benedict XVI lifted included Englishman Richard Williamson, an anti-Semite and Holocaust denier. In the liberalized ancient rite, there is even a prayer that the Jews "may recognize Jesus Christ as savior of all men."
These and other facts have helped to feed a persistent protest by the Jewish world against the current pope, with significant points of radicalism. And it is a fifth terrain of accusation.
The latest weapon of this protest was a passage from the sermon given at Saint Peter's Basilica on Holy Friday, in the pope's presence, by the preacher of the pontifical household, Fr. Raniero Cantalamessa. The incriminating passage was a citation from a letter written by a Jew, but in spite of this the uproar was aimed exclusively at the pope.
And yet, nothing is more contradictory than to accuse Benedict XVI of enmity with the Jews.
Because no other pope before him ever went so far in defining a positive vision of the relationship between Christianity and Judaism, while leaving intact the essential division over whether or not Jesus is the Son of God. In the first volume of his "Jesus of Nazareth" published in 2007 – and close to being completed by the second volume – Benedict XVI wrote splendid pages in this regard, in dialogue with a living American rabbi.
And many Jews effectively see Ratzinger as a friend. But in the international media, it's another matter. There it is almost exclusively "friendly fire" that rains down. From Jews attacking the pope who best understands and loves them.
Finally, a sixth accusation – very current – against Ratzinger is that he "covered up" the scandal of priests who sexually abused children. 
Here too, the accusation is against the very man who has done more than anyone, in the Church hierarchy, to heal this scandal.
With positive effects that can already be seen here and there. Particularly in the United States, where the incidence of the phenomenon among the Catholic clergy has diminished significantly in recent years.
But where the wound is still open, as in Ireland, it was again Benedict XVI who required the Church of that country to put itself in a penitential state, on a demanding path that he traced out in an unprecedented pastoral letter last March 19.

The fact is that the international campaign against pedophilia has just one target today, the pope. The cases dug up from the past are always intended to be traced back to him, both when he was archbishop of Munich and when he was prefect of the congregation for the doctrine of the faith, plus the Regensburg appendix for the years during which the pope's brother, Georg, directed the cathedral children's choir.
The six terrains of accusation against Benedict XVI just referred to bring up a question.
Why is this pope so under attack, from outside of the Church but also from within, in spite of his clear innocence with respect to the accusations?
The beginning of an answer is that he is systematically attacked precisely for what he does, for what he says, for what he is

*
Allah or Jesus?

Imam is questioned about Islamic attitude toward infidels

http://www.1timothy4-13.com/files/bible/allahorjesus.html
By Rick Mathes, Executive Director of the Mission Gate Prison Ministry, 2003

Last month I attended my annual training session that's required for maintaining my state prison security clearance. During the training session there was a presentation by three speakers representing the Roman Catholic, Protestant, and Muslim faiths, who explained each of their belief systems.
I was particularly interested in what the Islamic Imam had to say. The Imam gave a great presentation of the basics of Islam, complete with a video.

After the presentations, time was provided for questions and answers.
When it was my turn, I directed my question to the Imam and asked:
"Please, correct me if I'm wrong, but I understand that most Imams and clerics of Islam have declared a holy jihad [Holy war] against the infidels of the world. And, that by killing an infidel, which is a command to all Muslims, they are assured of a place in heaven. If that's the case, can you give me the definition of an infidel?"
There was no disagreement with my statements and, without hesitation, he replied, "Non-believers!"
I responded, "So, let me make sure I have this straight. All followers of Allah have been commanded to kill everyone who is not of your faith so they can go to Heaven. Is that correct?"
The expression on his face changed from one of authority and command to that of a little boy who had just gotten caught with his hand in the cookie jar. He sheepishly replied, "Yes."
I then stated, "Well, sir, I have a real problem trying to imagine Pope John Paul commanding all Catholics to kill those of your faith or Dr. Stanley ordering Protestants to do the same in order to go to Heaven!"
The Imam was speechless.
I continued, "I also have a problem with being your friend when you and your brother clerics are telling your followers to kill me.  Let me ask you one more question. Would you rather have your Allah who tells you to kill me in order to go to Heaven, or my Jesus who tells me to love you because I am going to Heaven and He wants you to be there, too?" 
You could have heard a pin drop as the Imam hung his head in shame.
Needless to say, the organizers and/or promoters of the 'Diversification' training seminar were not happy with
my way of dealing with the Islamic Imam and exposing the truth about the Muslim's beliefs.
http://www.snopes.com/politics/religion/allah.asp has a slightly different take on the story.

But https://www.truthorfiction.com/infidels/ verifies it. 
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